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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Tuesday, November 1, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. 


Prayers 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 
@ (1005) 
[English] 
COMMISSIONER OF LOBBYING 


The Speaker: Pursuant to section 10.5 of the Lobbying Act, it is 
my duty to present to the House four reports on investigations from 
the Commissioner of Lobbying. 


K*K* 


GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to Standing Order 36(8), I have the honour to table, in both 
official languages, the government's response to three petitions. 


kK * 


NATIONAL RENEWABLE ENERGY STRATEGY ACT 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP) moved for leave 
to introduce Bill C-340, An Act respecting a National Strategy to 
Encourage the Development of Renewable Energy Sources. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I rise today to introduce an act respecting a 
national strategy to encourage the development of renewable energy 
sources. 


This is a special bill. It is a product of a contest I held in my riding 
where high school students proposed their ideas for legislation that 
would make Canada a better place. 


This year's winners are Grihalakshmi Soundarapandian and Maria 
Gladkikh. These two bright and caring young women proposed to 
move Canada toward a sustainable future by legislating a greater 
ratio of renewable power sources to non-renewable ones. 


Their bill calls on the government to develop a national strategy to 
ensure that the majority of electricity in Canada comes from 
renewable sources, such as solar, wind, or biomass. It mandates that 
90% of this power come from sustainable sources by 2030. It 
encourages Canadians to take an active role themselves by installing 
green energy generators in their homes. 


Young Canadians know that a healthy, sustainable, prosperous 
future depends on moving away from our dependence on carbon- 
burning energy production. It is time that we follow their lead and 
develop a national strategy for renewable energy sources. 


I thank Lakshmi and Maria for their creativity, energy and 
commitment to Canada. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


[Translation] 


INCOME TAX ACT 


Mr. Jean-François Fortin (Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Ma- 
tane—Matapédia, BQ) moved for leave to introduce Bill C-341, 
An Act to amend the Income Tax Act (tax credit — new graduates 
working in designated regions). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, it is an honour for me to rise in the House to 
introduce a bill that is important to Quebec and its regions. This bill 
was previously introduced by my colleague Robert Bouchard, who, 
unfortunately, is no longer a member of Parliament. Mr. Bouchard 
had the opportunity to visit every corner of Quebec and to learn 
about the realities there, realities that also exist in other regions of 
Canada. 


The purpose of my bill is to encourage young people to settle in 
designated regions—resource regions—primarily to curb the labour 
shortage in certain regions and to bring young people back to their 
regions. 


In short, the bill would give a tax credit to new graduates who 
return to their region or who settle in a region. This tax credit would 
equal 40% of their salary for the first year, up to a maximum of 
$8,000. This is strategic, important assistance to recognize the 
regions' contributions to our dynamic economy, particularly in 
Quebec. We must understand that some regions in Quebec are short 
on skilled labour and it is important that we fix that. 


This bill is a response to the very compelling situation in Quebec. 
We hope that it will move through all the stages, as was the case 
when it made it to the Senate. We hope to have the co-operation of 
all parties in this House to pass this bill as quickly as possible. 
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(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 
[English] 
Hon. Jim Karygiannis (Scarborough—Agincourt, Lib.): Mr. 


Speaker, I rise to present a motion, seconded by my colleague from 
Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel. 


This is a motion on the atrocities that are happening to the people 
in Syria under the regime of Bashar al-Assad. I seek unanimous 
consent for this motion, which reads: That this House condemn the 
brutal attacks on members of the Syrian movement for democratic 
change and accountable government by the Bashar al-Assad regime; 
call on the Bashar al-Assad regime to meet the Arab League 15-day 
deadline to enact a cease-fire and to begin a dialogue between 
government officials and opposition representatives; accept the 
United Nations Human Rights Council’s commission of inquiry into 
the violence in Syria to find out exactly what happened and to put an 
end to civilian deaths; and, ensure that all the perpetrators of these 
attacks are brought to justice and bear the full weight of the law. 


@ (1010) 


The Speaker: Does the hon. member have the unanimous consent 
of the House to propose the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


Some hon. members: No. 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we do not necessarily object to 
the content of the motion but we have not seen it before. We have 
established a protocol among the parties where we would discuss 
these in advance. For example, the last time the hon. member 
brought a similar motion, we had the opportunity, through 
discussion, to beef it up on this side of the House. We would like 
to have a chance to review the motion. It may come back. 


The Speaker: I thank the government House leader for that 
clarification. 


kK * 


PETITIONS 
ASBESTOS 


Ms. Chris Charlton (Hamilton Mountain, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
am proud to say that. petitions continue to pour in about an issue that 
I wrote about in my local newspaper The Hamilton Mountain News 
over three months ago. 


Momentum just keeps building on the lead up to tonight's vote on 
our NDP motion to ban asbestos. There is overwhelming support for 
a ban on asbestos in all its forms and for a just transition program for 
asbestos workers and the communities in which they work. 


We know that asbestos is the greatest industrial killer that the 
world has ever known. It is banned for use in our country and yet 
Canada remains one of the largest producers and exporters of 
asbestos. It is more than ironic that we are taking asbestos out of the 
Parliament Buildings because of its deadly nature and yet we 
continue to export asbestos to other countries in the world. 


As the petitioners rightly point out, Canada spends millions of 
dollars subsidizing the asbestos industry, which the signators refer to 
as “corporate welfare for corporate serial killers”. 
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It is time Canada started acting with integrity on this issue. 


The petitioners call upon the government to stop blocking 
international health and safety conventions designed to protect 
workers from asbestos, such as the Rotterdam Convention. 


The rules of the House do not allow me to endorse this petition but 
I will conclude by saying that for the first time I find myself agreeing 
with former Conservative cabinet minister Chuck Strahl, who is now 
joining the chorus of Canadians urging the Prime Minister to move 
on chrysotile asbestos. 


VISITOR VISAS 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
there are literally hundreds if not thousands of individuals who have 
applied to come to Canada through visitor visas. This petition calls 
upon the government to support the idea of allowing more people to 
be issued these visas. They are calling the process into question. 


When we look at the backlog, especially with regard to parents 
and grandparents, it would bode well if we could come up with a 
way to authorize more multi-year and multi-entry visas. 


The petitioners call upon the government to move forward on 
reuniting more families here in Canada by issuing these types of 
visas. 


This petition is well worth the government taking a serious look 
at. 


XX *% 


QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
Question No. 136 will be answered today. 


[ Text] 


Question No. 136—Mr. Romeo Saganash: 


With regard to Natural Resources Canada and the oil and gas sector in Canada: (a) 
what does Natural Resources Canada’s economic modelling show about the effect of 
a carbon price on natural gas consumption in Canada, relative to business as usual; 
(6) what recent analysis has Natural Resources Canada performed concerning the 
structure and use of groundwater resources in Canada; (c) what analysis, if any, has 
Natural Resources Canada performed concerning the effect of natural gas prices on 
potential shale gas expansion; (d) what analysis has Natural Resources Canada done 
concerning the cost per tonne of carbon capture and storage for natural gas 
processing plants; (e) what analysis has Natural Resources Canada done of changes 
to disclosure rules concerning gas development in other jurisdictions, and what is 
Natural Resources Canada's position on those proposals; (/) what analysis has 
Natural Resources Canada done of “pauses” or moratoria on gas development in 
other jurisdictions, and what is Natural Resources Canada's position on those 
proposals; and (g) what analysis, if any, has Natural Resources Canada done on the 
role of switching to natural gas in reaching Canada’s 2020 greenhouse gas emission 
target? 
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Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), Natural Resources Canada, 
NRCan, has not undertaken economic modelling of the effect of a 
carbon price on natural gas consumption in Canada. À 


With regard to (b), NRCan, in its lead role on groundwater, 
focuses on developing and publicly disseminating information and 
tools that assist and support water managers in the relevant 
jurisdictions as they design and implement water management 
frameworks. The NRCan groundwater program develops novel 
approaches to characterize aquifers in terms of location, size and 
dynamics, and collaborates with partners on the assessment of key 
regional aquifers. These assessments and the underlying methodol- 
ogies can be used to inform sustainable water policies and practices 
throughout the country, including in areas of potential interest for 
shale gas development. NRCan is not, however, directly involved in 
groundwater projects specifically related to use of groundwater. 


For further information, members may visit the program's website 
at http://ess.nrcan.gc.ca/gm/index e.php. 


Publications are available through GEOSCAN at http://geoscan. 


ess.nrcan.gc.ca/starweb/geoscan/servlet.starweb?path=geoscan/geos- 


can e.web. 


With regard to (c), the Oil and Gas Policy and Regulatory Affairs 
Division’s annual working paper, “Canadian Crude Oil, Natural Gas 
and Petroleum Products: Review of 2009 & Outlook to 2030”, found 
at http://www.nrcan.gc.ca/eneene/sources/crubru/revrev/index-eng. 
php, includes NRCan’s most recently published natural gas price 
and production consensus forecasts. 


With regard to (d), analysts at NRCan monitor intelligence and 
analysis on the state of carbon capture and storage, CCS, costs for 
natural gas processing. Natural gas processing facilities separate and 
capture CO; from raw natural gas as part of the normal gas 
processing process, enabling cost-effective high-purity streams of 
CO; to be available for CCS. From a cost perspective, as separation 
of CO, is already part of natural gas processing operations, there are 
no incremental costs associated with CO, capture. Since capture is 
the largest component of the total CCS cost, additional expenditures 
associated with CO; compression, transport and storage result in 
much lower overall CCS costs for natural gas processing. 


Globally, CCS at natural gas processing has also been identified as 
a low-cost opportunity. For example, in the International Energy 
Agency's Technology Roadmaps—Carbon Capture and Storage, 
costs of CCS at natural gas processing facilities were cited at a range 
of approximately $15-$25 USD/ton CO, avoided. In addition, the 
Global Carbon Capture and Storage Institute recently published costs 
in the same range, $19/ton CO, avoided, with the explanation that 
such industrial processes already include a CO) separation/capture 
process in their base operation. 


With regard to (e), section 92 of the Constitution Act of 1982 
dictates that the provinces have ownership over the natural resources 
that lie within their boundaries and are responsible for the regulation 
of resource development. As such, NRCan does not take a formal 
position on changes to disclosure rules, since they do not fall under 
the purview of our jurisdiction. 
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With regard to (f), as noted in the response to question (e), it is the 
provinces, not NRCan, that have jurisdictional authority over 
hydrocarbon resources—e.g., natural gas—contained within provin- 
cial borders. As a result, NRCan does not take a formal position on 
“pauses” or moratoria, other than that the department respects the 
decisions made by the provinces. NRCan’s role is to contribute 
scientific information used in making exploration, resource manage- 
ment and environmental protection decisions by the provinces. 


With regard to (g), while NRCan provides expertise and support to 
Environment Canada on climate change issues related to the oil and 
gas sector, including natural gas, NRCan has not considered the role 
of natural gas in reaching the government's greenhouse gas target. 


The department has supported internal and external analyses on 
natural gas in vehicles, natural gas for electricity production in lieu 
of coal-fired generation in the North America context, and the 
potential to export natural gas globally. 


[English] 


QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR RETURNS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, if 
Question No. 123 could be made an order for return, this return 
would be tabled immediately. 


The Speaker: Is it agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
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[Text] 
Question No. 123—Mr. Don Davies: 


With respect to federal funding for agencies and organizations providing 
immigrant settlement services: (a) for each of the fiscal years from 2001-2002 to 
2011-2012, what was the total amount of federal funding allocated (i) across Canada 
as a whole, (ii) by province and territory, (iii) by municipality, (iv) by electoral 
district; (b) for each of the fiscal years from 2001-2002 to 2011-2012, what is the 
total number of agencies and organizations that applied for federal funding (i) across 
Canada as a whole, (ii) broken down by province and territory, (iii) broken down by 
municipality, (iv) broken down by electoral district; (c) for each of the fiscal years 
from 2001-2002 to 2011-2012, what was the total number of agencies and 
organizations to which federal funding was allocated (i) across Canada as a whole, 
(ii) broken down by province and territory, (iii) broken down by municipality, (iv) 
broken down by electoral district; (d) for each of the fiscal years from 2001-2002 to 
2011-2012, what was the total number of agencies and organizations whose 
applications for federal funding were rejected, (i) across Canada as a whole, (ii) 
broken down by province and territory, (iii) broken down by municipality, (iv) 
broken down by electoral district; (e) of those agencies receiving funding per the 
parameters in (c), what are all agencies that received funding in any fiscal year which 
was less than the total funding received by that agency in the previous fiscal year, 
including, for each such agency, (i) the name of the agency, (ii) the provincial, 
municipal and electoral disctrict location of the agency, (iti) the total amount of 
funding allocated to the agency in each fiscal year from 2001-2002 to 2011-2012; (f) 
of those agencies whose applications for funding were rejected per the parameters in 
(d), what are all agencies that had received funding in a previous fiscal year, 
including, for each such agency, (i) the name of the agency, (ii) the provincial, 
municipal and electoral disctrict location of the agency, (iii) the total amount of 
funding allocated to the agency in each fiscal year from 2001-2002 to 2011-2012; (g) 
what are the criteria used by the government to evaluate applications for funding by 
agencies and organizations providing immigrant settlement services; (4) how have 
the criteria listed in response to (g) changed since 2006; (i) what.is the process by 
which applications for funding are evaluated; and (/) how has the process listed in 
response to (i) changed since 2006? 


(Return tabled) 
[English] 

Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, I ask that the remaining 
questions be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


wk * 


REQUEST FOR EMERGENCY DEBATE 
SYRIA 


Hon. Jim Karygiannis (Scarborough—Agincourt, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, maybe now we can find consensus in the House to adopt 
my motion for a take note debate on what is happening in Syria. 


It looks like the Arab Spring, which all of us from all sides of the 
House looked upon with great anticipation, is turning into an Arab 
deep freeze in the Middle East. In Syria, the regime of Bashar al- 
Assad is killing its own people. Tanks are on the streets. 


As we did with the question of a take note debate on what is 
happening in Ukraine and Egypt, I am asking you, Mr. Speaker, to 
allow us to have an emergency debate on what is happening in Syria. 
This House could probably move in that direction. 


The Speaker: | regret to inform the hon. member that I do not feel 
that this meets the requirements for an emergency debate at this time. 


The hon. parliamentary secretary to the government House 
Leader. 


@ (1015) 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
as my friend opposite knows full well, the motion that he is trying to 
pass in the House and the idea that he is trying to promote may not 
necessarily be opposed by any member in the House. However, it 
has been a custom and a tradition, which he knows full well, that 
these types of issues are discussed at the House leaders' meetings 
that are held once every week. I would strongly suggest that he put 
this forward to his own House leader who can bring it to our House 
leaders' meeting, which will be held today at 3:15 this afternoon, at 
which time we can discuss it. We may in fact find some commonality 
between all parties on this, but that is the proper procedure to follow. 


The Speaker: We are under applications for emergency debates 
and the member has informed the Chair of his request to raise it, 
which is why we are dealing with it now. However, I am sure he will 
take up the parliamentary secretary's offer to discuss this for, 
perhaps, a take note debate. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 
| ENDING THE LONG-GUN REGISTRY ACT 


The House resumed from October 28 consideration of the motion 
that Bill C-19, An Act to amend the Criminal Code and the Firearms 
Act, be read the second time and referred to a committee, and of the 
amendment. 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
the House to speak to the government legislation to end the gun 


registry. 


This could be a serious policy matter for legislators to address 
were it not for the politics of the Conservative government and the 
mess made with the registry by the previous Liberal government. We 
could have a discussion on community safety; we could listen to our 
police; we could pay attention to the concerns and situations of all 
Canadians, including our rural communities and aboriginal people, 
but we have not. 


The government is now bent not only on ending the registry but 
on returning this country to a place worse than when the registry was 
introduced. The government is bent on the destruction of the data 
collected for the registry that the police and the provinces want kept. 
The government that screams about the money wasted on the 
registry by the previous Liberal government is prepared to spend 
billions on a bonfire to destroy the records. 


This law and order government will not listen to the police. The 
government that talks about respecting provincial rights and 
provincial jurisdiction will not listen to the provinces who want to 
keep the data. 


All of this is because of an ideology that has nothing to do with 
community safety or the rights of our citizens. 


Let us be clear about the legislation and all it does beyond ending 
the gun registry. 
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The legislation eliminates the requirement to register non- 
restricted firearms and destroys existing records of the long gun 


registry. 


As a registration certificate will no longer be required to possess a 
non-restricted firearm, certain offences in the Firearms Act are being 
amended or repealed. The Criminal Code is also being amended so 
that the failure to hold a registration certificate for a non-restricted 
firearm does not give rise to any of the offences relating to 
unauthorized possession of a firearm and does not allow police to 
seize firearms. 


Previous versions of the government's bill to dismantle the 
registry had a requirement for people to check that the person to 
whom they were selling or giving a long gun was a licensed firearm 
owner. Earlier versions also allowed for businesses to keep records 
of the sale of long guns as was the practice prior to the registry. The 
bill contains neither provision. 


As New Democrats, we have made it clear that there is a better 
way to proceed. We can have good gun control laws and also address 
the problems of the registry. 


In 2010 the NDP put forward a number of suggestions to address 
problems with the registry while maintaining its value as a public 
safety tool. The proposals included: decriminalizing first time non- 
registration of long guns, making a one-time offence a non-criminal 
ticket; enshrine in legislation that gun owners will never be charged 
for registration; prevent the release of identifying information about 
gun owners, except to protect public safety by court order or by law; 
and, create a legal guarantee for aboriginal treaty rights. 


For the Conservative Party, which is now the government, the 
long gun registry has been all about politics and fundraising. For five 
years as government it never introduced government legislation to 
do away with the registry it hated. Instead, it used its opposition to 
the registry to raise funds for the party. 


Despite campaigning to abolish the registration of long guns in the 
2006 general election, the Conservative government never actually 
brought a bill before the House of Commons for a vote. Instead, it 
preferred to simply fan the flames of division between urban and 
rural Canadians. 


As a resident of northern Ontario, I know of the significant 
criticisms from rural and aboriginal Canadians for the registry. Under 
the Liberal government's management, the implementation of the 
long gun registry was marred by long delays, fees for registration 
and significant cost overruns. It was not properly introduced or 
managed. 


© (1020) 


Our party's former leader, Jack Layton, understood the north and 
those concerns. In August 2010, building consensus across the 
country in cities in rural Canada, he said: 


Stopping gun violence has been a priority for rural and urban Canadians. There’s 
no good reason why we shouldn’t be able to sit down with good will and open minds. 
There’s no good reason why we shouldn’t be able to build solutions that bring us 
together. But that sense of shared purpose has been the silent victim of the gun 
registry debate. 

[The Prime Minister] has been no help at all. Instead of driving for solutions, he 
has used this issue to drive wedges between Canadians.... [The Conservatives] are 
stoking resentments as a fundraising tool to fill their election war chest. [The Prime 
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Minister] is pitting Canadian region against Canadian region with his “all or nothing 
show-down”. This is un-Canadian. 


This kind of divisiveness, pitting one group against another is the poisonous 
politics of the United States. Not the nation-building politics of Canada. 


No matter our views on the registry, the government needs to get 
its head out of the sand and recognize some facts. We know how 
many times the registry is used. As of September 30, 2011, the 
Canadian firearms registry is accessed 17,402 times per day. We 
know there is value related to this registry that must be retained. 


While there are significant cost overruns in the initial phase of 
registry set-up, as highlighted by the Auditor General's 2006 report 
which revealed that the cost of the Canadian firearms program had 
hit $946 million by 2005, by 2010 the cost of the registry was 
stabilized at about $4 million. 


Some provinces want to keep the registry data and some do not. 
Let us allow each province to decide for itself. If Quebec wants the 
registry data, it should be Quebec's right to keep it. If Saskatchewan 
does not, Saskatchewan should be making that decision, not Ottawa. 
Yet the Conservative government that loves to preach about letting 
provinces decide now wants Ottawa to dictate that decision. What a 
strange day for a party that was born of Reform and Canadian 
Alliance parents who hated Ottawa doing just what the Conserva- 
tives are now doing to the provinces and regions. 


I have received well over 600 emails over the last couple of days 
about the gun registry. I will quote from an email that I received from 
Michael: 


[This government] has no right to destroy the Long Gun Registry. This 
information has been bought and paid for by Canadian Taxpayer{s]. 


Destroying it would be disrespectful to Canadian the Tax Payer, not that 
respecting the Canadian Tax Payer matters much to [this] government. 
Barbara wrote in an email: 


I hope all NDP members fight 2 save Registry Data. Data was collected by 
provinces and does not belong to the Federal Government. Take it to the Courts if 
needed; 60% of Canadians stand with you! 

I recetved an email from Richard who wrote: 


I agree that the long gun registry needs to be fixed but not abolished. There are 
people in the community that are informed and like gun laws. 


@ (1025) 


[Translation] 


Here is another email, this one from Jacques. He says: 
The government has done three things that I am uncomfortable with: 
1. Abolishing the gun registry even though police officers are asking that it be 


maintained. How can they justify allowing the free circulation of firearms? 


I will not list the other two points that make this man 
uncomfortable since they have nothing to do with the gun registry. 


As I said earlier, I have received hundreds and hundreds of emails, 
and I would like the government to reconsider keeping the gun 
registry data. 
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[English] 

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, the member made reference to the costs of implementing 
the gun registry. I thought maybe he would take some shots at the 
Liberal Party. 


My concern is that many outside professional groups have seen 
the value of the gun registry. We like to believe that governments 
make decisions based on information and facts and that it applies 
some common sense. 


I can assure the member that typically this is what we have done 
as a party. We look to the member to provide some comment as to 
the direction in which he would be taking us if the NDP were in 
government. Would the NDP commit to reinstate the gun registry? 


Mr. Claude Gravelle: Madam Speaker, the fact of the matter is 
we are not in government; we are in opposition. 


What the government is going to do in the short term is get rid of 
the data that has been collected for the gun registry for the last 15 to 
20 years. Some provinces want this data and some provinces do not. 
The government should allow the provinces to decide for themselves 
what to do with this data. 

Mr. LaVar Payne (Medicine Hat, CPC): Madam Speaker, I 
know the member opposite is passionate about the issue, but much of 
his information is very misleading. I cannot see how it is going to 
cost the federal government $2 billion to destroy the records. 


Also, those records actually belong to the federal government and 
not to the provinces. This was federal government legislation and 
therefore belongs to the federal government. The Privacy Act says 
that the federal government cannot pass that information on. 


Does the hon. member understand that particular aspect of this 
matter? 


Mr. Claude Gravelle: Madam Speaker, I never said that 
destroying this data was going to cost a billion dollars. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam 
Speaker, I would like to ask the hon. member for Nickel Belt about 
recent press coverage which suggests that the long gun registry was 
protecting us from more than the legal long guns used by hunters and 
by first nations, but also applied to such things as the semi-automatic 
self-loading Ruger Mini-14 and the Steyr Mannlicher HS50, a .50 
calibre sniper rifle that can pierce armour. 


These are weapons that have been used in the commission of 
crimes, such as the Norwegian bloodbath which occurred in the 
summer. I am wondering if the hon. member can speak to the 
increased risk to public safety from these weapons becoming 
delisted. 


Mr. Claude Gravelle: Madam Speaker, there is a great risk to all 
Canadians if this gun registry is disbanded. 


While I have the time, I want to read from another email that I 
received. Jason wrote: 
I am writing you this letter in regards to vote to continue debate over [the long 


gun registry]. | am asking that you vote to continue the debate, and give yourself 
more time to hear the comments from your constituents. 


I consulted with my constituents in all parts of my riding. The 
member for Portage—Lisgar was in my riding, in a hotbed of 


hunters in Cache Bay for a meeting on the long gun registry. 
Eighteen people showed up. This is a gun registry hotbed. Seven 
people were for the gun registry, two were my people, and that 
leaves 11 people. 


What happened after this debate is that my polling numbers went 
up. The member came back a second time to my riding, to Sudbury, 
for the same thing. Again, my polling numbers went up. At the end 
of the day I beat my nearest opponent, the Conservative candidate, 
by 50%. I am very proud of the fact that I voted to keep the gun 


registry. 
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Mr. David Wilks (Kootenay—Columbia, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
before I begin, I would like to take the opportunity to thank the 
members for Portage—Lisgar and Yorkton—Melville for their work 
on this important issue. Their efforts have helped ensure that the 
government could bring forward Bill C-19 and finally rid Canadians 
of the failed and ineffective long gun registry. 


As a retired member of the RCMP, I would like to relate what I 
saw as someone who was on the street for 20 years. Before I do that, 
I would like to speak to the amount of money that has been wasted 
on this registry and provide a different view on what that money 
could have been spent on. We know that when the long gun registry 
was introduced, the previous Liberal government indicated that it 
would only cost about $2 million. Yet, we hear that number is as 
high as $2 billion to date. If that money had been invested in crime 
prevention programs, such as youth or women at risk programs, they 
would not only have assisted police in their day-to-day investiga- 
tions but provided opportunities for those in high risk environments. 


This is also money that could have been spent on better 
investigational tools for the RCMP to investigate complex cases. It 
could have gone toward surveillance equipment, more police 
vehicles, a number of things to deal with day-to-day operations or 
more front line police officers. One thing that I have heard from the 
opposition is that there is not enough money for new police officers 
on the ground. In fact, the cost for a member in the RCMP is 
approximately $130,000 a year. That includes wages and equipment. 


That would have equated to a total of 1,538 new members on the 
road since this gun registry was enacted if we base it on $2 billion. 
That in itself would have benefited all Canadians. Instead, the 
previous Liberal government persisted in building and maintaining a 
gun registry which did nothing to prevent crime and was not a viable 
tool for law enforcement. 


I would now like to speak to my experience as a police officer. We 
have heard a great deal from the opposition about what a useful tool 
the long gun registry is for law enforcement. My own experiences do 
not support that. The point I want to emphasize the most is that 
whenever I investigated murders, domestic disputes, robberies, break 
and enters or any other crime, I always assumed there was a firearm 
involved. It is simply better to be safe than sorry. Gun instincts will 
serve police officers much better than relying on computer entry 
data. I want to provide a couple of examples of that. 
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When police officers approach vehicles during routine stops, they 
will have done the computer checks to determine who the vehicle 
belongs to, et cetera, but what they do not know is if there are 
firearms in the vehicles. Therefore, when officers approach vehicles, 
they will approach close to and behind the driver's side door, making 
sure the driver of the vehicle has to look back at them. If police 
officers walk straight to the door, they leave themselves very 
vulnerable. That is why police officers will always make the driver 
look back at them. 


Another example is when police officers approach residences. 
They will always stand to the side of the door before knocking. 
Why? Because if a bullet is coming through the door, it will not hit 
them. That is just common sense. 


Drug investigations are a different breed altogether. Having been 
involved in drug investigations for three years, more often than not 
when we found firearms, they were stolen and not registered. For the 
most part, criminals do not register their guns and I will explain why. 
It is due to the fact that when and if criminals apply for firearms 
licences, they are refused. That is because gun owners must undergo 
a rigorous police background check as part of the licensing system. 
Criminals work outside the system, just as they work outside the law. 


I would also like to talk about a major flaw in the long gun 
registry that no one talks about. In fact, I have not heard it once in 
the debate from either side. In my experience, the system itself is 
completely unorganized. 
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Say, for example, that someone owns a long gun which is 
produced without a serial number, such as a Cooey .22 and there are 
many others. The process would be to register the firearm and then 
the sticker would be mailed, which would be attached to the long 
gun as the serial number. Sometimes, the owner would receive two 
stickers with two different serial numbers. This happens a lot. 
Members can imagine the confusion that this creates and also the 
lack of confidence it brings in the efficiency of the long gun registry. 
That is why, in my experience, it is simply not a viable tool to 
prevent crime or help law enforcement. 


One of the most compelling things that this government is doing 
to fight crime in this country is the introduction of Bill C-10, safe 
streets and communities act. That is what I am hearing from police 
officers in my riding and across the country. The safe streets and 
communities act would deliver greater accountability for offenders, 
better justice for victims of terrorism, and would eliminate house 
arrest for serious crimes. It would eliminate pardons for serious 
‘criminals and sex offenders. It would strengthen penalties for drug 
crimes, especially for those that target kids, and it would produce 
better protection for children against sexual predators. 


This is real tangible action that would give those on the front line 
the confidence that we as politicians are doing our job. It 
demonstrates that we as a government are working to give police 
the tools they need to get their jobs done. That was a commitment we 
made during the last election and it is a commitment we are 
delivering on. 


Another commitment our government very clearly made was to 
scrap the wasteful and ineffective long gun registry. It is something 
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that Canadians across the country have spoken out against. It is 
something we received a clear mandate to do on May 2 and it is 
something we fully intend to deliver on. 


Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Madam Speaker, New Democrats have been saying for 
many years that we need to find a way to address the problems with 
the registry, while further strengthening gun controls. Our position is 
clear. We want to see the legitimate concerns of rural and aboriginal 
Canadians addressed, while ensuring that police have the tools they 
need to keep our streets safe. 


I was listening to my colleague and he talked about how much we 
need more police officers on the street. I should remind him, and he 
can comment on this, why the Conservative government backtracked 
on its pledge to add 2,500 police officers on Canadian streets. Here 
we have a colleague who is saying that we need more police officers 
on the street but his government does not even believe in doing that. 
There are police officers across Canada who are saying that the gun 
registry is the proper tool to enable them to continue doing their job. 
Maybe he would like to comment on why the government, when it 
had the funding to do so, backtracked on providing 2,500 police 
officers. That was the Conservatives' promise. 
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Mr. David Wilks: Madam Speaker, the Conservative government 
has fulfilled this promise to provide more police officers across 
Canada and, if we had possessed an extra $2 billion, as a result of 
this gun registry, we could have done a lot more. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, the Government of Quebec has given a very clear 
indication that it would like to have some form of a registry and it 
is looking to Ottawa to support its initiative. The government in 
Ottawa, on the other hand, says it would rather press the delete 
button than surrender any sort of information to the Province of 
Quebec. As a result, that means that if the Province of Quebec is 
going to move forward, it is going to have to spend millions of 
dollars in order to recreate something on which the government is 
choosing to hit the delete button because it does not want to share the 
information with Quebec. 


Would the member not agree that, by sharing the information with 
Quebec, the citizens of Quebec would benefit if the government was 
moving ahead because now the government would have extra money 
to invest in community policing, outreach and so forth? That is 
common sense. Would the member not agree with common sense? 


Mr. David Wilks: Madam Speaker, yes, I completely agree in 
common sense. However having said that, each province has its own 
prerogative as to whether it wants to open up its own registry. The 
information collected by the gun registry is under federal jurisdiction 
and I would encourage any province that wants to open it to go 
ahead. 


Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, I want to thank my hon. colleague for his great service to 
the people of Canada. In my area I am privileged to work with the 
regional police services which offer a great service. 


2770 


COMMONS DEBATES 


November 1, 2011 


Government Orders 


One of the misconceptions, which my colleague commented 
briefly on, is that police officers use the registry thousands and 
thousands of times a day or even an hour. We know that when they 
access those records, it is not always to check whether or not a gun is 
present. 


The other comment the member made is that any police officer in 
any police service across the country would not assume simply 
because there is no gun registered that there may not actually be one 
there. I wonder if he could reiterate that and perhaps expand on his 
experience, and the fact that one always has to assume that there 
could be a firearm present in a scene where the police have been 
called to act. 


Mr. David Wilks: Madam Speaker, with regard to police officers 
who are attuned to ensure that their safety comes first, the best 
example that I can provide to hon. members is when a police officer 
approaches a vehicle. This is probably the toughest time for police 
officers because they utilize CPIC or NCIC which are the two 
databanks available to them. When they query CPIC, it automati- 
cally goes to the long gun registry. It is an automatic hit. It 
automatically happens. It is not necessarily that I have to personally 
do it. It is unbeknownst to me that it is going there. It checks against 
the driver and only the driver, not any passengers in the vehicle. If 
the driver of that vehicle is not the registered owner that becomes 
problematic. I believe it always comes down to a police officer's gut 
feeling. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre (Alfred-Pellan, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I am proud to rise in the House today on my own behalf, on 
behalf of Quebeckers and on behalf of my constituents in Alfred- 
Pellan in particular, to speak about government Bill C-19. 


Today, I would like to begin by speaking about the gun registry 
from my heart and from personal experience. 


I come from a Quebec family of hunters who have been hunting 
for many generations. And for the past two generations, there have 
been female hunters in my family as well. My older cousin was the 
first female hunter in the family, and I was the first on my father's 
side. I am proud of that. I began about four years ago, when my 
father decided to introduce me to hunting. There is an introductory 
program for new hunters who use rifles. This program allows anyone 
who has never had a hunting licence to get one and go hunting with 
an experienced hunter, who will show the new person the basics. 
This licence allows the holder to participate in any kind of hunting 
throughout the year. I began. with deer hunting four years ago and 
fell in love with it. I loved being in the woods, walking, being there 
in the fall, feeling the wind and seeing how hunting works. I loved 
the experience. 


The following year, I decided to take classes in order to get my 
hunting certificate. So that is what I did and now I have had my 
hunting certificate for two years. When my father explained to me 
how it all worked, he felt like a real mentor. He taught me with the 
help of my cousins, my uncles and that one female cousin. He taught 
me that safety is very important, that a firearm could not only hurt 
someone, but could even kill someone automatically, and that one 
must be very careful. He also told me how much he valued the 


firearms registry and how important it is. And he explained how easy 
it is to register a firearm in Canada. 


In my family we are hunters and we all must register our firearms. 
We have to go through quite a process to prove that they are legal. It 
does take several weeks to register one's firearms, but that does not 
bother us. We do so quite willingly. 


I am lucky to have been born and raised, and to still live, in the 
riding of Alfred-Pellan. Above all, I am lucky to represent the people 
of that community. Alfred-Pellan is a rather unique riding. It is 
located on Laval Island. Some 80% of its surface area is agricultural 
land, where there is nothing but fields and farmers working the land. 
However, the rest of the area is densely populated, with many young 
families moving there. There are lots of apartment buildings, some 
low-income housing and many condos. Two different worlds can be 
found there: one urban and one rural. It is rather unique. We are also 
fortunate to be very close to Montreal Island. We are lucky to have 
the best of both worlds. 


When I learned that we were going to be debating Bill C-19, I 
went to speak with the people of Alfred-Pellan to hear what they 
think. I live in the part that is mainly agricultural. I know many of 
my neighbours, for I used to play in their fields when I was growing 
up. They were the first ones to come and see me when the 
discussions began. They told me that they were very conscious of 
just how important it is to keep the firearms registry. They are 
hunters and farmers themselves, and yet they want to keep it. 


The people who live in the more urban area of my riding said the 
same thing. The people living in Alfred-Pellan are almost 
unanimous: they say it is critical to keep the firearms registry. 
Unfortunately, Bill C-19, which was introduced by the a 
will eliminate the federal firearms registry. 


What we are asking, and we are not the only ones, is that the data 
from the firearms registry be kept. Last week, the Quebec National 
Assembly voted unanimously to demand that the data be kept so that 
Quebec can create its own firearms registry. 
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It makes complete sense. As the Conservative member just said, if 
the provinces want to create their own firearms registry, they should 
go ahead and do it. Thus, the government is acting in extremely bad 
faith when it says that it plans to destroy the registry data, which cost 
$2 billion, that it is going to destroy all the data, and that the 
provinces will just have to make do. It will cost millions of dollars to 
recover all that data and it will be an extremely long process. I find it 
very sad to think that we cannot work as a team, all together, so that 
the provinces that want to keep the firearms registry are able to do so 
and those that do not want to keep it do not have to. 


I live in a riding that includes both rural and urban areas. I am 
there every day. I am very close by. I also find it sad that the 
Conservatives are seeking to separate these two worlds. They are 
trying to divide Canadians on this issue. I find it very sad. 
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The NDP is trying to respond to the concerns of aboriginal and 
rural communities. At the same time, we also want to ensure that the 
police have the tools they need to keep our communities safe. The 
members opposite talk a lot about their bill, which seeks to make our 
streets and communities safe, but they also need to listen to what we 
have to say on the subject. 


This bill was previously introduced in 2010 by a member, not by 
the government. At that time, we proposed a certain number of ways 
to resolve the various problems with the registry, since we are indeed 
aware that the registry is not perfect. However, rather than destroying 
all the data and destroying the registry, it is more important to 
improve it. So much money has been invested in the registry that the 
least we can do is try to improve it. 


I will mention some suggestions made at the time. It was 
suggested that failing to register a gun be decriminalized for a first 
offence and that the person involved be fined instead. This would be 
a good way to decriminalize the registration of firearms. We could 
write into the law that long gun owners would not have to absorb the 
registration costs. It was also suggested that information about gun 
owners not be divulged, except when required to protect the public 
or when ordered by a court or the act. There was also the creation of 
a legal guarantee to protect aboriginal treaty rights. Members did 
suggest these different things. 


I would also like to talk a little about the province of Quebec. 
Quebeckers unanimously declared that they want to keep the gun 
registry data. The politicians and the people want the registry and it 
is a tool that the police use every day. I know a number of police 
officers in my riding who have told me that they never enter a house 
without consulting the gun registry. Who knows how many times 
this has helped them before they have gone inside. It is very 
important for the safety of the police and the public. 


What I have mainly been hearing from my constituents is that, 
right now, they are angry with the Conservative government. They 
are very disappointed and angry about what the Conservatives are 
proposing. What I hear people say most often is that we paid for the 
gun registry, we paid for the data. People are wondering why the 
government wants to destroy the data that taxpayers paid for. 


As I mentioned earlier, the Liberals invested $2 billion in this gun 
registry. It has already cost a great deal more than what it was 
supposed to. Now it will cost another $2 billion to destroy it. It is 
unthinkable that a government that is trying to save money would 
destroy it. My suggestion is that the provinces be allowed to decide 
and that that the gun registry data be retained. 


@ (1050) 
[English] 

Mr. Ron Cannan (Kelowna—Lake Country, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, I thank the hon. member opposite for her comments on the 


government's promise made, promise kept to abolish the wasteful 
and ineffective long gun registry. 


My hon. colleague opposite said that police officers would not 
enter buildings if they did not know that there were registered guns 
inside the building. I have had police officers, unsolicited, approach 
me to say that they were front line and the registry was useless. They 
said that they had to be prepared for anything when they responded 
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to a call. I find it astonishing that she heard that from a front-line 
police officer. 


Is the member opposite and her party committed to keeping the 
long gun registry if the Quebec government wants to have a registry? 
Also, if her party were ever to form a national government, would its 
position be to reinstate the long gun registry? 


@ (1055) 


[Translation] 


Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre: Madam Speaker, the member 
opposite just asked an excellent question. We do see a duality within 
our country. As I was saying, it is not for nothing that Quebeckers 
want to keep the firearms registry. Quebec police officers consult the 
registry 17,000 times a day and they are asking that it be kept. Police 
officers in my riding have come to see me in person to say that they 
consult the registry. The Quebec National Assembly wants to keep 
the data from this registry because police officers want to consult it. 
The answer to the question is clear: Quebec wants to keep the 
registry and the data must be preserved because police officers in my 
province use it. 


Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Madam Speaker, before asking my question, I would like 
to read from an email I received from Andréanne Joly from 
Kapuskasing: 


Gun control works. Public health and safety experts have shown that tough 
legislation on firearms has reduced the rate of death by firearms. Issuing licences to 
owners and registering firearms are standard practices around the world. Abolishing 
the long gun registry will diminish our capacity to respect our international 
commitments on combatting trafficking in firearms. 


In light of this email and the fact that over the past 10 years, 71% 
of spousal homicides were committed with a firearm and that 76% of 
those homicides were committed with a long gun, I support what my 
colleague is saying. 


The Government of Quebec has asked that we keep the data. The 
Government of Canada says it wants to get rid of it. Can the hon. 
member perhaps compare this request and the government's response 
to with issue of the census? If I am not mistaken, the government did 
not get rid of the data from past censuses. The data are still available 
to help people make policy decisions. 
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Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre: Madam Speaker, my colleague on 
this side of the House raised an excellent point. I liked her comments 
very much when she said that since the creation of the gun registry, 
we have seen a decrease in crime. The fact that long guns are often 
used in domestic disputes is also very important, as well as the fact 
that they are one of the main means of committing suicide. Police 
officers intervene and must enter a house in the case of a dispute, a 
suicide attempt or something like that. It is very important to keep 
the registry to protect the public and the lives of the police officers 
who keep our streets safe. I would like to reiterate that the Quebec 
government has asked that this information be kept. I hope that the 
government on the other side of the House will listen to the urgent 
demands from the province to keep this information, so that we do 
not end up spending millions of dollars more to put a gun registry 
back in place. 


[English] 


Mr. Larry Miller (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, I am very proud to stand today to speak in favour of Bill 
C-19, the ending the long-gun registry act. 


On May 2, Canadians gave our government a strong mandate to 
end this wasteful and ineffective long gun registry once and for all. 
That is exactly what we will do. 


For the past seven years I have heard concerns from my 
constituents about the effectiveness of this registry and the fact that 
it targets law-abiding citizens and not criminals. My constituents 
want effective solutions that keep their streets and communities safe. 
That is why our government has taken concrete steps to improve our 
justice system. We have put forward tough new sentences to keep 
dangerous criminals where they belong: behind bars. We have also 
made major investments in crime prevention. 


This is how we keep Canadians safe: tough sentences and smart 
crime prevention funding. It is not by promoting a measure that is 
essentially a glorified list of non-criminals that has cost billions of 
dollars and focuses on people who are already, by nature, law- 
abiding citizens. Targeting people like hunters, farmers and sport 
shooters is not going to stop crime, and in fact it has not. 


I would like to focus my remarks today on the dictatorial 
legislation that is the wasteful and ineffective long gun registry. 


As I have already stated, the registry is a collection of data 
regarding law-abiding hunters, farmers and sport shooters that is 
held by the Government of Canada. These data had been collected 
with a gun to our heads, so to speak, and under the threat of extreme 
punishment, including serious jail time. In our view and my view, 
this is simply wrong. 


I am one of those individuals who reluctantly registered my long 
guns under this threat. I waited until the very last minute in 2003 to 
register my rifles and shotguns. I was the mayor of my municipality 
at the time, a role that I took just as seriously as my role as a member 
of Parliament. I feared that should some overzealous conservation 
officer or policeman charge me for owning an unregistered gun that 
had been legal for all my life, it would give me a criminal record that 
would disqualify me from holding public office, including as a 
member of Parliament. 


Registering my long rifles, many of which are family keepsakes, 
was one of the toughest decisions I have ever had to make. I was 
made to feel like a common criminal if I did not comply, and it still 
sticks in my craw. 


The previous Liberal government foisted this measure on law- 
abiding Canadians under the guise of preventing tragedies 
perpetrated by individuals who use firearms for criminal purposes. 
However, there is absolutely no evidence that the long gun registry 
has prevented a single crime or saved a single life. 


I have heard the arguments from the opposition members, whose 
misguided view is that since Canadians must register cars, boats, ice 
shacks and so forth, then something as potentially dangerous as a 
shotgun or a rifle must also be registered. The key discrepancy 
shows, at best, a fundamental misunderstanding of the difference 
between administrative and criminal law or, at worst, a deliberate 
effort to muddy an important issue of fundamental liberty. 


Guns do not kill people. Bad people with guns kill people. 


If someone does not register their car, they will face a small fine, 
determined by the province in which they reside; if someone does 
not register their shotgun, they face the prospect of a criminal record 
or serious jail time or both. As Conservatives and as individuals who 
care about the protection of fundamental freedoms, we must stand up 
to say it is wrong to put people in jail for what amounts to paperwork 
errors. 


My family, by nature, consists of law-abiding members of our 
community. My father, who is now 79, still hunts with me, my four 
brothers and many of his grandsons, including two of my sons. In 
fact, we will all be doing some deer hunting next week, which is an 
annual fall tradition. It is not just about the hunt or the kill; it is a 
family thing that has been going on for years in our family, and it 
will continue. 


My dad also reluctantly registered his rifles and shotguns. He was 
issued a possession-only licence, or a POL, and was able to purchase 
ammunition for five years until his POL expired. Now, under the 
long gun registry, he is made to sneak around like a criminal and ask 
me or someone else with a valid POL or PAL to buy ammunition for 
his rifles, some of which he has owned since he was a teenager. This 
is just simply not right. 
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Bill C-19 is just a starting point. Bill C-19 does what we said we 
would do, eliminate the long gun registry. 


As I said earlier, a person will still require a licence to own or 
purchase guns and ammunition. Further legislation will be required 
to make further improvements to this farce that the Liberals created. 
In my opinion, we need to merge the PAL and POL, so that there is 
one licence, and extend its duration from five years to ten. Also, 
anyone like my father, and thousands more across this country who, 
like him, have had a valid PAL or POL or a legal hunting licence in 
the past should be grandfathered into the system so that they do not 
have to prove again what they proved years ago, which is that they 
can safely operate a firearm. 
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Another change that I will push for is the creation of a prohibitive 
offenders registry. This registry would target people who have 
committed and are convicted of a firearms crime, the very people 
who give law-abiding gun owners a bad name. As I stated earlier, the 
gun registry is simply not an effective way to reduce crime. 


As the hon. Minister of State for Small Business and Tourism so 
succinctly stated, “We measure results, not intent”. The results 
simply are that there is no correlation between crimes committed 
with long guns and the implementation of a measure that needlessly 
targets law-abiding hunters, farmers and sport shooters. 


I would also like to discuss a portion of the bill that has received 
significant attention from both the media and the opposition, and that 
is the destruction of the records contained in the wasteful and 
ineffective long gun registry. 


The fact of the matter is that on May 2, and for the last five years, 
we have told Canadians we would get rid of the long gun registry 
once and for all if given the opportunity, and Canadians can take that 
promise to the bank. Let us examine what that means. 


The registry is composed of a few components. It is compelled by 
the force of criminal law to collect the personal information and data 
of law-abiding gun owners. We will end that. It is also the retention 
of records of law-abiding gun owners. Obviously, when we said we 
would scrap the long gun registry, destroying those records was 
implicit. I might add that it should also include the records of 
individuals who buy ammunition. I license my truck, but when I buy 
brake pads or tires for my truck, I do not need to show my driver's 
licence. Neither should someone have to show a gun licence to buy 
ammunition. I will work hard to change that. 


The registry is the records and the records are the registry. I realize 
the NDP and the Liberals would have us hang on to those records so 
that they could more easily recreate a backdoor registry should they 
ever have the chance to do so. Our government will not allow for 
that. 


As the Minister of Public Safety said, claiming you want to scrap 
the registry but keep the records is like a farmer saying he will sell 
you his farm as long as he can keep the land. That is the way some of 
the opposition members think on this. 


Frankly, it comes down to a single imperative. We made a 
commitment to Canadians that we will no longer target law-abiding 
hunters, farmers, and sport shooters through the wasteful and 
ineffective long gun registry, and this is exactly what we will do. We 
believe, as I stated earlier, that Canadians should be able to trust their 
politicians. When they promise to do something or vote for 
something, there should be no question and no second thought. 


On that note, I would like to remind the members from Skeena— 
Bulkley Valley and the Western Arctic, who have recently decided to 
turn their backs on the wishes of their constituents and turn their 
backs on the commitments that they made on May 2, that they are 
breaking their election promise to their constituents. The memories 
of voters are long, especially on this important issue. Several of my 
new colleagues on this side of the House know this very well. The 
members from Yukon, Nipissing—Timiskaming, Sault Ste. Marie, 
and Ajax—Pickering are here in large part because their predeces- 
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sors forgot that they are supposed to represent their constituents to 
the government, not the other way around. 


I hope that members opposite will listen to the views of Canadians 
and vote to end the nearly 17-year-old legacy of waste that is the 
long gun registry. In closing, as deer hunters in my riding, including 
myself, head to the bush next week, they can take solace that the 
government is finally getting rid of this hated, useless long gun 
registry. 

@ (1105) 


Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Madam Speaker, I appreciate my colleague's comments. I 
do need to let him know that with respect to the last vote on the 
registry, the first place I went to was Wawa. It was the middle of 
hunting season, and a hunter came up to me and said, “Are you the 
one who voted to keep the registry?” I said, “Yes.” He said, “I want 
to tell you that you did the right thing, because registering my gun 
has never prevented me from going hunting.” 


I also want to talk to my friend here about the statistics on 
domestic violence. One in three Canadian women who are killed by 
their spouses are shot. Eighty-eight percent of firearms are rifles and 
shotguns. Use of guns during these events has often resulted in 
multiple victims, and many times it is the children. 


When a gun is involved, the chance of a woman's death increases 
by 12 times compared to other forms of violence. Even if guns are 
not directly fired on the women, they are often used as a tool of 
intimidation in rape or physical or psychological violence. 


Finally, let us look at the statistics: there has been a 50% decrease 
in spousal homicides since. 


Prior to the registry, businesses were required to keep records of 
the sale of non-restricted firearms. This bill makes no provision for 
reverting to that process. Why does the government want to reduce 
accountability and tracking of firearms beyond the repeal of the 
registry? 
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Mr. Larry Miller: Madam Speaker, I thank the member for her 
misguided question, or the misguided information before her 
question. 


She represents a very beautiful riding; in fact, my family has had a 
hunting camp on Manitoulin Island for years. I am not sure if I am 
going to be able to join them, but my brothers and my dad will be 
heading up there in mid-November. 


If anybody should be voting for this bill to get rid of the registry, 
this member should be. She mentioned a number of things. Domestic 
violence is a sad mark on any community and on life in general, but 
if we are going to concentrate on all things that contribute to 
domestic violence, are we going to ban kitchen knives, baseball bats, 
cast iron frying pans and whatever else? Let us be realistic. 


We want to punish people who commit violent crimes. If the 
member is so concerned about violent crime, as she pretends she is, 
then she will be supporting our crime bill. That is the best way to 
deal with this. 
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Unfortunately, we will never eliminate violence in our society. It is 
too bad, but it is a reality. We have to admit that and do other things 
to try to prevent those kinds of things. 


Mr. Massimo Pacetti (Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel, Lib.): 
Madam Speaker, I have a quick question for the member: what does 
he have to hide? What is the big deal about registering a gun? What 
does the member have to hide? If he has nothing to hide, then who is 
he protecting? 


The member mentioned the fact that he has to show a gun licence 
to get ammunition. What is the big deal? What does he have to hide? 


Mr. Larry Miller: Madam Speaker, I thank the member for the 
question, I think. 


The way the member asked the question clearly spells out the 
difference between urban and rural in this country. I mean no 
offence, but this member, who I have a lot of respect for in this 
House, just does not get it. People are made to feel like criminals. If I 
let my car licence or my truck licence lapse, I am not a criminal. I do 
not have a criminal record. With this gun registry, I would have one. 


As we said, it is about licensing people, not licensing guns. Guns 
themselves do not kill people; bad people with guns do. What we 
need to do is bring in some measures, as we already have and will 
continue to do. We have to look at the importation of illegal guns 
crossing our borders. We have to look at having more border security 
and issues like that. We do not need to target law-abiding hunters. 


Mrs. Kelly Block (Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, last spring, Canadians elected a government that 
was listening and keeping its promises. They told us they wanted a 
government that would make keeping their children and commu- 
nities safe a priority. As promised, within the first 100 days of 
Parliament, we introduced Bill C-10. 


My constituents spoke of wanting a strong and stable economy. 
Again, we delivered with the budget implementation act, making job 
growth and strengthening families a priority. 


Farmers in my riding told me that they wanted freedom to market 
their own wheat and barley. Again, we delivered by introducing Bill 
C-18. 


Finally, I regularly hear how wasteful the long gun registry is. I 
am very pleased that this government has now introduced Bill C-19 
to end this discrimination against law-abiding citizens. We have 
listened and we are acting. 


I am also very pleased to have this opportunity to speak in support 
of Bill C-19. This has been a long time coming. Certainly there are 
some members on this side of the House who have been dealing with 
this issue, debating it for approximately 17 years, and I am honoured 
to be among those who will rise in the House to debate this 
important legislation. 


To be clear, there is no debate about the fact that we need effective 
ways of dealing with gun crime. That is not the issue. The issue is 
that the long gun registry does not deal with gun crime. It is wasteful, 
ineffective and does nothing to keep guns out of the hands of 
criminals. The simple fact is that long guns are not the weapon of 
choice for criminals. For the most part, criminals use handguns and 
the registration requirement for handguns is not going anywhere. 
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What we are doing is ensuring that law-abiding hunters, sports 
shooters and farmers are no longer being treated like criminals 
simply because they own a rifle or a shotgun. We are doing this 
because it is the right thing and because our constituents have told us 
for years that it is what they want. 


Since taking office in 2006, our government has taken decisive 
action to put the rights of victims and law-abiding Canadians ahead 
of the rights of criminals. We have taken decisive action to make our 
streets and communities safer, to crack down on criminals and 
prevent crimes before they happen. Ending the long gun registry act 
is about ensuring that we continue to preserve and enhance those 
measures that do work to reduce crime and protect Canadians. It is 
also about ensuring that we do not unnecessarily penalize millions of 
honest and law-abiding citizens with rules that have little effect on 
crime prevention or on reducing gun crime. 


As members have heard in the House, Bill C-19, first and 
foremost, would remove the need to register non-restricted firearms 
such as rifles and shotguns. Today, such non-restricted firearms are 
primarily used by farmers, hunters and residents of rural Canada to 
protect their livestock, hunt wild game or to otherwise earn a living. 


: Bill C-19 would not do away with the need to properly license all 
owners of firearms. In fact, it would retain not only the licensing 
system but also the strict system of controlling restricted and 
prohibited firearms. Nor would it do away with the need for the 
owners of restricted and prohibited firearms to obtain a registration 
certificate as well as a licence. Registration of restricted and 
prohibited firearms, including all handguns, would continue to be 
maintained by the RCMP firearms program. Our government has 
invested $7 million per year to strengthen the licensing process by 
enhancing front-end screening of first-time firearms-licence appli- 
cants. This funding allows officials to screen an additional 20,000 
applicants per year, including all applicants for restricted licences. 


Under Bill C-19, farmers, duck hunters, target shooters and other 
law-abiding Canadians would still need to go through a licensing 
procedure. The bill would not change those measures. In determin- 
ing eligibility to hold a licence, a person's criminal record, history of 
treatment for mental illness associated with violence or history of 
violent behaviour against another person would still be examined. 


@ (1115) 


Therefore, for those who have the misconception that we are 
somehow easing all of the checks and balances when it comes to gun 
ownership, as we can see, that is not the case. Rather, what is 
proposed are changes that would do away with the need to register 
long guns. The registry is wasteful, ineffective and unfairly targets 
law-abiding hunters and farmers. 
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I know I have said this before, but it is important to repeat because 
some of my colleagues across the aisle just do not get it. By 
scrapping this wasteful and ineffective long gun registry, we can, 
instead, focus our efforts and resources on measures that actually 
tackle crime and make our communities safer. This is why Bill C-19 
has the support of our government, as well as millions of Canadians. 
It is also why many hon. members on the other side of the House 
have voted to support similar legislation in previous Parliaments. 


Our government's main priority is keeping our streets and 
communities safe. We will do that through programs and initiatives 
that work. That is why we moved quickly to reintroduce and pass the 
Safe Streets and Communities Act, which contains many important 
measures to protect families, stands up for victims and holds 
criminals accountable. 


We have also introduced and passed mandatory prison sentences 
for serious gun crimes and we have passed legislation to initiate 
reforms to the pardons system. A lot of changes have taken place 
over the last five years that go a long way to keeping Canadians safe, 
changes that work, changes that make sense and changes that 
Canadians want. Personally, this is an issue I hear about from my 
constituents all the time. It is something they speak to mé about at 
town halls, on the street and at meetings. They call, write letters and 
send emails, and I know my colleagues have experienced the same 
thing. 


During the last election, we heard over and over again on 
doorsteps that it was time to scrap the wasteful and ineffective long 
gun registry. I am very proud that we can move forward in doing 
away with the Liberal legacy of waste and ineffectiveness. It is time 
for a new chapter. It is time to stop treating law-abiding Canadians 
like criminals. It is time to focus on measures that actually prevent 
crime. It is time for the opposition to support the bill. 


@ (1120) 


[Translation] 


Ms. Manon Perreault (Montcalm, NDP): Madam Speaker, the 
member spoke about being wasteful. I would like to know what they 
consider to be wasteful. Billions of dollars were given to the oil 
companies and spent on the G8 meeting. The government is still 
spending billions of dollars on the war in Afghanistan that is going 
nowhere. Do the Conservatives consider that wasteful? Do we think 
of it in terms of billions of dollars, or simply the fact that the gun 
registry costs about 10¢ per Canadian? 


Toronto's Chief of Police, William Blair, said that the gun registry 
gives officers information that keeps them safe, and that if it were 
abolished, police officers might be able to guess, but they could not 
be certain. Similarly, Chief Daniel Parkinson, the president of the 
Ontario Association of Chiefs of Police, said that eliminating the 
federal gun registry would put our officers at risk and undermine 
their ability to prevent and solve crimes. 


I do not think we can talk about waste when talking about the gun 
registry. What I consider to be wasteful can be attributed to the 
Conservatives. Is keeping the public safe considered wasteful? 
[English] 


Mrs. Kelly Block: Madam Speaker, on May 2, Canadians gave us 
a strong mandate to deliver on this campaign commitment. 
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Our government has always been very clear. We support the 
repealing of the long gun registry because it unfairly targets law- 
abiding farmers and hunters, not criminals. That is wasteful. 


On this side of the House we support gun control measures that 
actually work, measures that stop crime and keep guns out of the 
hands of criminals. That is not wasteful. 


The long gun registry does neither. It does not deter criminals 
from using guns, protect Canadians from gun violence, nor protect 
front-line officers in the line of duty. It is simply a list of law-abiding 
gun owners, and it is bad policy. 


I would urge all members in this place to support the bill. 
@ (1125) 


Mr. Mike Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac, CPC): Madam Speaker, 
I thank my colleague, the member for Saskatoon—Rosetown 
Biggar, for her spot-on comments on this. 


I would like to go back to some of the comments that were made 
by the member for Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, when he talked 
about registration and how people said that they had to register their 
vehicle, so why not register their guns? It is crazy. If I choose not to 
drive my car, I do not have to register it. If I choose to be a collector 
of long guns, or I store them or I inherit a family heirloom but will 
never use it, this is an intrusive type of difference in the long gun 
registry bill, which is just one aspect of why this is so crazy and why 
it is important for us to get rid of it. 


Could she comment on what the bill would do to protect the 
infringement on the rights of people to collect and inherit family 
heirlooms without being imprisoned, for example? 


Mrs. Kelly Block: Madam Speaker, I recognize that the hon. 
member for Tobique—Mactaquac has worked long and hard, trying 
to see that this type of legislation gets passed in the House. 


Since 2006, our government has introduced three bills to repeal 
the long guns registry. We introduced a bill in 2006, again in 2007 
and again in April 2009. We did this for the very reasons my 
colleague raised. Some individuals collect guns and feel like 
criminals if they do not want to register them. That is truly one of 
the issues we have heard over and over again from constituents. 


By introducing Bill C-19, we are following through on our 
government's commitment to eliminate this wasteful and ineffective 
long gun registry. We are following through on a commitment that 
Canadians want. 
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Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
more than 20 years ago, the funeral of nine young women took place 
at Montreal's main cathedral. Along with five others, they were 
killed in what became known as the Montreal massacre. The murders 
devastated our country. The massacre changed the lives of students 
at school, women around the country and all Canadians and their 
families. We went to vigils. We walked the street in Take Back the 
Night marches. We said “never again”. 


As a result, both Canada's police chiefs and victims groups 
supported the creation of the long gun registry. The law was passed 
in 1995 and went into effect in 2001. I will share some of the data: 
firearms registered as of September 2011, 7,865,000; non-restricted 
firearms, 7,137,000; firearms per 100,000 population, Prince Edward 
Island has the lowest rate at 18,000 and Yukon has the highest at 
87,000. 


Violence against women and girls is one of the most widespread 
violations of human rights. It takes place in the home, on the streets, 
in schools, in the workplace and in farm fields, et cetera. Violence 
against women is a $4 billion tragedy in Canada. 


Every year, 100,000 women and children leave their homes 
fleeing violence and abuse. Almost 20,000 women go to 31 YWCA 
shelters across Canada looking for safety. 


Among service providers working to end violence against women 
there is no rural-urban divide on the registry. YWCA, Canada's 
national network of shelters, is urban and rural, and in every 
province and territory this shelter and transition house associations 
support the long gun registry. 


The Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimina- 
tion Against Women requires that countries party to the convention 
take all appropriate steps to end violence. Why then would Canada 
destroy the long gun registry that protects women and girls, 
particularly with Canada leading the global effort for an international 
day of the girl? 


Most women who are murdered are killed by their husbands, 
partners or ex-partners. Many are killed in rages. The man finds his 
hunting gun. Since the introduction of stricter gun laws in 1991, 
there has been a 65% reduction in homicides by long guns. From 
1995 to 2010, there was a 41% reduction in homicides by long guns. 
The number of women killed with shotguns has fallen every year. 


Sue O'Sullivan, the federal Ombudsman for Victims of Crime, 
issued a statement saying that most victims groups want the registry 
maintained: 

Our position on this matter is clear. Canada must do all it can to prevent further 


tragedies from happening, including using the tools we have to help keep 
communities safe, like the long gun registry. 


The YWCA wrote: 


Women have told us that the guns used here [in the North] predominantly for 
hunting—that is, long guns—are also used to intimidate, subdue and control them. 
We hear this over and over again, in small communities without RCMP and in larger 
communities with RCMP. Women do not want these guns to be unregistered, but do 
not feel safe expressing this opinion other than in whispers to people who may be 
able to voice these ‘unpopular’ opinions and who may be heard. 


The government ignores the evidence of decreasing long gun 
deaths associated with the creation of the registry and it ignores 


women's voices. Instead, it argues that many of the firearms used to 
commit murder are never registered. It uses a Statistics Canada 
report that said that, of 253 firearms used to commit murder between 
2005 and 2009, almost 70% had never been registered. What the 
government does not share is that the same report also said that, of 
179 homicides using firearms in 2009, 24% were committed using 
rifles and shotguns. 


© (1130) 


Despite the government's attempt to change the subject, the reality 
is that the gun registry saves lives. The registry reduces the human 
costs but it also reduces economic costs. I will explain. 


While we acknowledge that the cost of establishing the registry 
was more than $1 billion, the total annual cost of firearm-related 
injuries in Canada was $6.6 billion. The annual cost of operating the 
registry is thought to be $4 million, a pittance when compared to the 
cost of firearm-related injuries. 


Interpersonal violence refers to violence between family members 
and intimate partners and violence between acquaintances and 
strangers that is not intended to further the aims of any formally 
defined group or cause. Interpersonal violence is expensive. Gun 
violence, which includes suicides, has alone been calculated at over 
$100 billion in the United States. 


In Canada, the cost of gunshot wounds per survivor admitted to 
hospital is $435,000. Evidence shows that the public sector and not 
society in general bears much of the economic burden of 
interpersonal violence. Economic studies show that preventive 
interventions to stop interpersonal violence save more than they 
cost and, in some cases, by several orders of magnitude. 


We repeatedly hear from the government that it is committed to 
ensuring hard-earned taxpayer dollars are spent wisely. If that is the 
case, why will the government not keep the long gun registry that 
saves lives and reduces economic costs? 


Now the government says that it intends to destroy all the 
information about long gun owners that has been collected. Why 
would the government destroy gun registry information that is used 
by police across Canada more than 17,000 times per day? 
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Canadians should know that of the last 18 police officers, the 
people who put their lives on the line for Canada each day, 14 of 
them or 78% were killed by long guns. The government claims that 
it cannot help because the Privacy Act forbids collecting personal 
data for one purpose and then transferring it to be used for another 
purpose. Perhaps the real reason is that it wants to erase the data to 
prevent future federal governments from ever reviving the registry. 


Some provinces might want to create their own registries if the bill 
is passed. The Quebec government has already sent a letter asking 
Ottawa to let it keep the data from the federal long gun registry. The 
provincial legislature passed a unanimous motion only for the fourth 
time since 2006 asking Ottawa to keep the registry. 


Police agencies had specifically requested that they be able to 
continue to consult the database. Our leader has said: 


The data collected over the last 16 years must be preserved, so that provinces can 
salvage this important policing tool. 


The Minister of Public Safety responded by saying that the 
government has made it very clear that, “We will not participate in 
the recreation of the long-gun registry, and therefore the records that 
have been created under that long-gun registry will be destroyed”. 


I do not support this bill, which would destroy the long gun 
registry and its data, jeopardize the health of Canadians, particularly 
that of women, and cost society billions. What is at stake is not a 
piece of paper or a requirement that people have. What is at stake are 
people's lives. 


@ (1135) 


Mr. Garry Breitkreuz (Yorkton—Melville, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, we have heard the same thing repeated over and over by 
the NDP and the Liberals on this issue. 


I have discussed this with members of some of the groups the 
member cites as supporting the retention of the gun registry. I have 
found that they do not even understand the connection between the 
gun registry and some of the things that are being cited as reasons to 
continue to support it. 


Most people do not realize that laying a piece of paper beside a 
gun is what the gun registry is all about. It does not control what 
happens with the firearm, who is using it or any of those kinds of 
things. In fact, what the member is suggesting defies common sense. 
When I explain to these people what the registry is, they have to 
admit that it has no connection. 


The statistics that the member quotes are irrelevant to this. The 
decline in firearms deaths began in the 1970s. It had nothing to do 
with the registry, which began in 1995. Over half the guns in the 
country are still not registered. The fact that these statistics are 
somehow quoted as being connected to the registry shows how 
completely out of touch the member is with the reality of the 
situation. I wish I could explain more— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I must give the hon. member 
time to respond. 


The hon. member for Etobicoke North. 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Madam Speaker, as a scientist, I find it 
incredulous that statistics would be irrelevant. 
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The member mentioned people he had talked to. A group of 
mothers who lost sons and daughters to gun violence penned an open 
letter to Canadians to save the gun registry. The letter was signed by 
Elaine Lumley; Karen Vanscoy whose daughter, Jasmine, was killed 
in 1996; Suzanne Laplante-Edward, mother of Anne-Marie, killed at 
Ecole Polytechnique in December 1989; Louise Hevey, mother of 
Anastasia, killed at Dawson College in September 2006. These 
mothers understand. 


The mothers wrote that at least six public inquests have 
emphasized the importance of licensing gun owners and registering 
all firearms: “a small inconvenience for the privilege of owning a 
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gun”. 


They further wrote: 


There will be no turning back if they are successful... This will be a terrible waste 
of the money that was spent in building the system. 


How would the hon. member respond to those mothers? 
@ (1140) 


Hon. Laurie Hawn (Edmonton Centre, CPC): Madam Speaker, 
I appreciate the heartfelt comments of the member opposite. I know 
she feels strongly about this but heartfelt does not replace common 
sense. 


The member quoted statistics about what happened after 1995 on 
the decline in gun deaths, which my hon. colleague on this side 
correctly pointed out started in 1971. Why was there no increase in 
the rate of decrease of gun deaths in 1995? Why did it just continue? 
If the long gun registry had such an effect, why was there no change 
in that slope and it just continued? It is because it had started 25 
years before. 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Madam Speaker, if we look at the statistics, I 
was very clear in what I presented during my speech on how the 
numbers have gone down in the various years. 


On another point, I would like to demonstrate the power of the 
registry from an incident found in the Canadian firearms program 
report. 


Family members contacted the local police because the father was 
in a depressed stated and they wanted the police to remove all of the 
firearms from their home. Family members told the police what 
firearms were in the house and then the police checked the registry. 
The Canadian Firearms Registry online query by local police 
indicated that there were 21 additional long guns in the home that the 
other family members knew nothing about. A warrant was obtained 
and all firearms were removed by police preventing a potential 
firearms tragedy. Without the registry, there would not have been any 
knowledge of the additional 21 firearms. 


Hon. Peter Penashue (Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs 
and President of the Queen's Privy Council for Canada, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, I am pleased to rise in support of Bill C-19, ending 
the long-gun registry act. 
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It is a subject that is of real importance to the good people of my 
riding in Labrador. In fact, it is an issue that people from across 
Newfoundland and Labrador feel strongly about. I am proud to stand 
here today and ensure that their perspective is heard. 


As members know, Labrador is one of the more rural ridings in 
Canada. That is a source of real pride for us. It is also one with an 
unavoidable reality. 


In Labrador many people rely on hunting. That does not mean 
they do it from time to time. It is part of their way of life. It is part of 
putting food on the table for their families. It is the way people make 
ends meet. It is the way of life in Labrador. We enjoy that life. 


This may seem unusual for those members who live in urban 
-areas. Maybe those members would find many things unusual about 
daily life in the north. 


For example, one would not expect to see a bear in the city when 
putting out garbage in the morning. In the city people are not 
expected to have killed and skinned the animal they would be 
serving their families that same evening. That is what makes Canada 
great. We are a country made up of distinct regions and cultures. 


Canada is a strong country because we stand up for and respect 
each other's differences. That is part of why the long gun registry is 
so particularly offensive to the people of Labrador. Not only does it 
question the way of life that has been part of Labrador for 
generations but it criminalizes people who have as much right to 
their way of life as any other Canadian across the country. 


I will begin with one of many stories I know from the people of 
Labrador who are firmly against the long gun registry. 


I am proud to say that I have been a responsible long gun owner 
for many years. I was raised by my grandfather, Matthew, and from a 
very young age I was taught how to use a long gun as a hunting tool. 
I was taught to respect it as well. 


Every year from September until December and April until June 
we would spend time in the country out on the land. Managing our 
long guns in a safe and responsible manner was essential to our 
survival and maintaining our way of life. 


There is a respect and discipline that comes with responsible 
firearm ownership. It is something that is not discussed enough in 
the debate surrounding this issue. I often find that the critics who are 
the most vocal about long guns are also the ones who least 
understand the issues. 


Like other members in the House, I will admit that I own 
unregistered long guns. Like many Canadians across the country, I 
did start the process of registering my guns. 


@ (1145) 


There are those who say that the process of registering a long gun 
is easy and straightforward. My own experience and the experience 
of many millions of others suggests that this is not always the case. 
The process is confusing and complex. On top of that, the only 
available help that is provided for people who live in the north is a 
telephone number. That telephone number can be called multiple 
times and it will ring and ring some more, but there will be no one to 
pick up the phone at the other end. 
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I know I am not alone on this issue. I have spoken to many others 
who have found the same thing. In addition to this, I know that many 
of my constituents do not speak English or French. The situation is 
the same for many first nations, Métis and Inuit in ridings across the 
north. These are hard-working people who have lived their way of 
life for generations. On top of that, they are being made to comply 
with regulations that cast them as potential criminals. They have to 
contend with the language barrier which makes the process even 
more confusing. 


There we are, at the mercy of a process that makes us criminals if 
we do not comply. But by virtue of who we are and where we come 
from, we find it virtually impossible to obey the law. In effect, we are 
being set up to fail, to be criminalized, and to be on the wrong side of 
the law. 


Why, one may ask? It is because who we are and where we come 
from is fundamentally misunderstood by the people who created this 
law. In fact, it is clear that either they did not understand or they did 
not care. The result is the same. 


Which brings me to another point that I want to bring up behalf of 
all northerners. The long gun registry was set up because the Liberal 
government of the day was trying to respond to a terrible crime that 
had happened. Indeed it was terrible. We still mourn that tragedy 
today. 


However, the long gun registry was put in place because those 
who created it said it would help prevent gun crimes. I believe what 
this debate over the past few days has shown is that the long gun 
registry does nothing to stop crime. It does nothing to stop criminals 
from using guns to harm innocent people. It was intended to be a 
solution against crime, but all it does is target those who live off the 
land and make their living by hunting while it does nothing to 
deliver an actual solution to a problem. 


Yet, for too many years, it has been acceptable to other 
governments to pretend that one problem is being addressed while 
completely ignoring the impact that the problem is creating on 
millions of Canadians across the country. 


It has been our government and our government alone that has 
consistently stood against this fundamental miscarriage of justice. It 
is our government that has stood for the law-abiding hunters and 
farmers. That is why, today, I will be voting with my fellow members 
on this side of the House to abolish the long gun registry. 


@ (1150) 


I will also take the opportunity to point out to members from the 
other parties who sit on the fence that the people of Labrador spoke 
clearly on this issue in the past election. They wanted the long gun 
registry eliminated and placed their vote with the party they knew 
would deliver. 


The Deputy Speaker: Order. Perhaps the hon. minister can 
complete his intervention during questions and comments. 


The hon. member for Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing. 
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Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Madam Speaker, I listened to my colleague's speech and he 
talked about the fact that the people of Labrador spoke very clearly 
on this issue. Maybe I could remind him that there was certainly a 
big change across Canada in the last election. On this issue, for 
example, four out of six candidates talked about moving the bill to 
committee for discussion and after the study was conducted, decided 
it was best not to get rid of the gun registry. Four out of six members 
in the NDP subsequently increased their total vote margin in their 
victories in this spring's election over their 2008 results. I want to 
ensure the member is clear on the fact that there were other issues 
that changed the demographic of politics. 


I want to point out to him that it only cost 10¢ per Canadian to put 
the registry in place. It is a program that police say is safe and one of 
the best tools. They do not use it every day. It is like their guns, 
which they do not use every day. 


I would like to ask my colleague a question. Since I was elected 
three years ago, I have only had four calls for interventions on the 
gun registry. Since he was elected, how many calls has he had? 


Hon. Peter Penashue: Madam Speaker, I have had the 
opportunity to meet many Labradorians during the election 
campaign and in my travels it was made quite clear to me that 
people did not appreciate the long gun registry, nor did they 
appreciate the commitment that was broken by the previous member 
for my riding, who had agreed to abolish the gun registry and 
subsequently changed his mind. Of course, there was a 30% change 
in the vote, which tells me and others that the people of Labrador 
were absolutely opposed to the gun registry and their votes indicated 
that decision. 
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[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the hon. member opposite a 
question. Many people are concerned about maintaining the gun 
registry. For example, last week, Quebec's National Assembly— 
which represents the province as a whole—voted in favour of a 
motion stating that if the registry were abolished at the federal level, 
the province would create a new one. The province feels the registry 
is sO important that it would like to create a provincial one. The 


people of Quebec will have to pay twice for the same registry - 


because they want to use and keep this information so that police 
officers can use it for public safety reasons. 


How can the government justify the fact that Quebec will have to 
create a second registry if this bill is passed? 
[English] 

Hon. Peter Penashue: Madam Speaker, it is fair and fitting to 
make the point that the process that has been abolished at this point 
is a definite commitment to Canadians who voted for change. Our 
government has no intention of transferring the information that it 
has in its offices to the provinces, nor will it make available that 
same information to be used by future governments to be re-enacted 
or brought back in the future. 

Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Justice, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am honoured to rise 
today to debate Bill C-19, the ending the long gun registry bill. 
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Many of my hon. colleagues on both sides of the House have 
spoken on this topic. I am glad there has been such robust debate 
happening over this important issue. In fact, we know this is a topic 
that evokes strong emotions in the hearts and minds of Canadians 
from coast to coast to coast. For my part, it was certainly an issue 
that I heard a great deal about as I went door to door during the most 
recent election campaign. I am very glad, therefore, to have the 
opportunity to speak about it today. This is a very important issue in 
my riding in British Columbia, where many farmers and hunters live. 


As members know, Canadians gave our government a strong 
mandate to deliver on our law and order agenda. We have been clear 
that we will pursue tough on crime measures that work and that 
protect law-abiding Canadian families. 


We were also clear, completely clear, about our government's 
position on ending the failed long gun registry. For many years now, 
we have said that we disagree with it on principle, that it is wasteful 
and ineffective, and that there is no evidence that it prevents crime or 
protects front-line police officers. 


Bill C-19, the ending the long gun registry bill, is the 
manifestation of an ongoing promise on which, as Conservatives, 
we have been working to deliver for many years now. We have been 
working to end the registry because it simply is not working. For 
example, the registry is quite incomplete and the information is 
inaccurate. We have heard from many front-line police officers who 
are simply not confident in this information. This means that as a 
tool, it could do more harm than good. 


In addition to being incomplete and inaccurate, we do not have 
any statistical evidence that the long gun registry has made a 
difference to crime rates. We hear from some hon. members that 
there is a decline in the crime rate as a result of the long gun registry. 
In fact, when we look at the numbers, the long-term trend in firearm- 
related homicide has nothing to do with the long gun registry. In fact, 
it has been in steady decline since the 1970s. 


In addition, the overall rate of firearm-related violent crime was 
driven primarily by the use of handguns. Long guns do not factor 
heavily into crimes. In the instances where they do, there is 
absolutely no evidence that the registration of a long gun as part of 
the registry program has any impact on combatting crime. 
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In terms of how police officers use the data, for too long, all 
Canadians were led to believe that the long gun registry would help 
make us safer. We were told that it is a tool our police depend upon. 
This is simply not accurate. For example, we. have heard numbers 
quoted that police use the long gun registry up to 11,000 times a day. 
The reality is that when a police officer accesses the Canadian Police 
Information Centre, or CPIC, for any reason, including a simple 
address check, an automatic hit to the registry is generated. This hit 
will always be generated whether the information from it is desired 
or not. 


In addition, the long gun registry does not enhance public safety 
because it does not put the focus on stopping real crime. The 
emphasis is not placed on stopping criminals from using firearms to 
commit crimes. In fact, the emphasis is placed on ensuring we have a 
list of law-abiding long gun owners. This does not prevent criminals 
from obtaining firearms. 


In Canada a person should not be deemed a criminal if he or she 
owns a long gun. Bill C-19 would end this unfortunate episode of 
penalizing law-abiding hunters and farmers, such as those I have 
come to know in my riding, and would help us continue our 
government's: focus on action that would actually help to prevent 
crime. 


On that note, let me take a moment to review what Bill C-19 
would actually do, as we have seen a lot of hysteria from the 
members of the opposition which does not accurately reflect what 
this legislation would accomplish. 


First, the ending the long gun registry bill would do just what it 
says it would do. It would end the failed long gun registry. 


@ (1200) 


In ending the registry, the bill would also make provisions for the 
destruction of the records that were collected as part of the long gun 
registry. That means the names and information collected from law- 
abiding long gun owners would not be shared, stored or sealed. The 
information would be destroyed and would not be held in the event 
that a new registry or a renewed registry could be created at any 
time, either soon or years down the road. 


We have certainly heard a great deal from the opposition on this 
issue. Hon. members want to know why we will not share this 
information with the provinces. As the Minister of Public Safety 
quite rightly pointed out, we made a commitment to Canadians that 
we would scrap the long gun registry. This means that in destroying 
the registry, we would destroy the data as well. Ending the registry 
but then sharing the data would be akin to selling the farm but 
keeping the land. We will fulfill the promise that we made and that 
includes doing the right thing and ensuring that no other government 
could use the information to resurrect the failed long gun registry. 


I also want to note, as several of my hon. colleagues on this side of 
the House have noted as well, that Bill C-19 would not alter existing 
registration rules for restricted and prohibited firearms. The same 
rules and regulations would apply concerning handguns, semi- 
automatic or any other currently restricted and prohibited firearms. 
The application for ownership of these types of firearms is much 
more vigorous, even more so for those which are prohibited. Police 
would still have access to all of this information to ensure they know 


who owns a handgun or a semi-automatic firearm, as well as where 
they live. Police would still have access to the licensing data of any 
type of firearm should this bill pass. 


However, Bill C-19 would finally put an end to an expensive 
bureaucracy that criminalizes the honest, that does nothing to deter 
those who commit gun crime, and that simply does not do what it 
was supposed to do. 


I have heard from countless Canadians especially in my riding of 
Delta—Richmond East that the long gun registry is simply not worth 
it. It has always been the focus of this government to take concrete 
action for the safety of Canadians. That is always uppermost in our 
minds. We have a proven record of delivering measures that not only 
crack down on criminals but also protect victims and give law 
enforcement the tools it needs to get its very important job done. 


From our Tackling Violent Crime Act in 2006, which created 
longer mandatory minimum sentences for gun crimes and drive-by 
shootings, to delivering initiatives that help prevent crime before it 
happens, such as the youth gang prevention fund, this government is 
serious about tackling gun crime the right way. 


A government's job is to enact policy that works. As we stand here 
today, for far too long it has been clear that the long gun registry 
does not work. It is time to end this registry once and for all. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. Claude Patry (Jonquière—Alma, NDP): Mr. Speaker, if I 
understood correctly, if someone buys or is in possession of a 
restricted weapon, a collector's gun, a semi-automatic weapon, etc., a 
licence is required. But if someone wants to buy a shotgun or a long 
gun, a hunting rifle, no licence is required. Is that correct? Have I 
understood correctly? 


[English] 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay: Mr. Speaker, no, that is not 
correct. There are still licensing provisions. We are not tampering 
with those. What we are changing and what we are committed to 
doing is to end the long gun registry and the data associated with it. 


Mr. Garry Breitkreuz (Yorkton—Melville, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
I just need to make a comment on the last question from the other 
side. A common mistake that people make is they confuse licensing 
with the registry. 


I want to point out that 92% of front-line officers had no use for 
the gun registry. That is from a survey which was done only a couple 
of years ago. I often hear people on the other side say that the police 
support this. That is not true. 
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My main comment is in regard to the quotation from the other side 
that somehow all these people who represent victim groups support 
the registry. In conversation with them, they do not understand that 
the registry is simply a piece of paper lying beside a gun. It has no 
connection to preventing crime from occurring. 


I ask the member, if we had used that billion dollars or the tens of 
millions of dollars that are now being spent on the registry to target 
the root causes of crime and violence in our society, would that be a 
better and more effective use of our resources? 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay: Mr. Speaker, our approach to 
crime in Canada has always been holistic. We do look at crime 
prevention in all aspects. As I mentioned in my speech, we have a 
youth crime prevention fund and other initiatives. 


There are many areas in which this money could have been put to 
better use to deal with victims of crime, to help those who perhaps at 
an early age get involved in crime and to prevent them from 
becoming more serious criminals. There are so many ways this 
money could have been better spent. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Francine Raynault (Joliette, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I have a 
question for the hon. member. 


Past government bills regarding the elimination of the gun registry 
required owners who wished to sell their guns or give them away to 
ensure that the new owner actually held a hunting or owner's licence. 
But this bill does not contain a similar measure. 


How can the government be sure that weapons will be transferred 
solely to people who possess a valid licence? 


[English] 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay: Mr. Speaker, I am not entirely sure 
I understood my colleague's question. What I can say is that we 
made a commitment, our commitment was clear, and we are 
following through on that commitment. 


In terms of being sure as to what weapons may be part of this, 
there is not going to be a registry, and whether a gun was part of that 
will no longer be relevant. The licensing portions are still in place. 
There are still checks and balances. This is very targeted legislation, 
thoroughly thought out. It will go a long way toward decriminalizing 
law-abiding Canadians and making sure we go after those who hurt 
law-abiding Canadians. 
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Mr. Alex Atamanenko (British Columbia Southern Interior, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, as with other rural MPs, there has been a lot of 
pressure on me to support abolition of the gun registry. Since 2004, 
however, I have supported the registry. It has been a divisive issue in 
communities, but nevertheless, I have been able to win three 
elections because I believe the majority of my constituents support 
retention of the registry. 


People contact my office and want to hear my position. I will 
quote a bit from some of the letters I send out. I say in one letter that 
my position is basically this, “If there is some evidence that the 
registry helps police in their work, if there is some evidence, then it 
would be wrong to scrap it. | am personally prepared, for example, to 
keep my rifles registered if this in any way keeps our country safe”. 
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The other thing that I have been saying is that I understand that the 
powerful American National Rifle Association would like us to scrap 
all existing gun laws. I find this unacceptable. 


Interestingly enough, according to the RCMP's Canadian firearms 
program, long guns are the most common type of firearms used in 
spousal homicide. There is some evidence that gun registration may 
be working. Between 1991 and 2007, the murder rate of women by 
firearms dropped by 67%, while the total murder rate by rifles and 
shotguns declined by 76%. Total firearms death in Canada decreased 
by 57%. 


Of course there are those who would say that these statistics do 
not mean anything, that they are irrelevant, but I will come back to 
my main point. If there is some evidence that it works, why scrap it? 
Why not try to modify the registry and ensure that it is acceptable to 
all Canadians? 


The other thing I would like to mention is that there is a train of 
thought circulating on the Internet and among some associations that 
somehow this registry is an affront to our liberty, that we have the 
right to have arms and we should not have to register them because if 
they are registered, then a fascist government could somehow get 
into power and seize all our weapons. It cites the example of Nazi 
Germany and all of that kind of stuff. Actually, I was going to ask 
my colleague who spoke before me if she subscribed to that 
philosophy, which I believe is pure rubbish. 


My personal experience with the process of obtaining and 
renewing a PAL, as we call it, as well as with registering my rifles, 
has been very smooth. Both before and since being elected, and over 
the four years and more since I first took office, I have listened to 
different people and groups within the riding. There are conflicting 
views, but I have made a decision that, once again, if there is some 
evidence that it works, why do we not just retain it. 


I have a press release in the Globe and Mail of May 6, 2010, and I 
would like to quote Mr. Charles Momy, president of the Canadian 
Police Association. In the article he says that he wants to make it 
clear that his members stand shoulder to shoulder with their chiefs 
on the issue. Two weeks after Conservative MPs derided the police 
leadership as a cult that pretended the long gun registry saved lives. 
Mr. Momy said: 


—front-line cops disagree with their chiefs on a number of issues, but while they 
support the Conservative government’s law-and-order policies, the gun-registry is 
a different matter. We’re going there together to show a united front....We want to 
make it clear to Canadians and politicians and everyone else that we are not 
divided among the various groups 


According to Mr. Momy, police can use the gun registry to help 
solve gun crimes, prevent suicide and find out about potential 
dangers when they enter a house or approach a suspect. He said, “the 
Conservative government’s approach is like taking away a police 
officer’s sidearm or baton because he or she hasn’t had to use them”. 
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Once again, if a number of people on the front line are saying it 
works, and some say it does not, why get rid of it? Why risk the 
chance of putting the lives of our police officers in danger or 
endanger other Canadians? 
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The RCMP defends the registry. For example, the RCMP officer 
in charge of the National Gun Registry, and this is from the Winnipeg 
Free Press, on May 5, 2010, said, “it is a misconception that only 
people who do not register guns ever use them for deadly purposes”. 


RCMP chief superintendent and former director general of the 
Canadian firearms program, Marty Cheliak, said, “No legislation or 
regulation will ever prevent all crimes”. He went on to say, 
“However the...program does serve a very real purpose and 
contributes to police officer safety and the safety of all Canadians”. 
According to Cheliak, “40 per cent of the guns police traced back to 
an owner in 2009 were registered, non-restricted long guns—or 
1,600 of the 4,000 recovered that year. Those guns would no longer 
need to be registered” if the current bill were passed. 


I want to make a slight diversion here to touch on the whole crime 
policy in general that the government is presenting. I would like to 
quote from the Red Deer Advocate, a publication in Alberta, which 
as we know is no hotbed of socialist left-wing thought. In its 
editorial it says: 


It’s been said that if you’re in the United States and have an urge to commit a 
crime, steer clear of Texas, which is reputed to be America’s toughest crimefighting 
state. But apparently that’s not really the case. Texas has seen the light. By spending 
more.money on rehabilitative programs—not more jails and tougher laws—the state 
has helped turn offenders into constructive citizens. Costs to taxpayers have fallen 
and so has the crime rate. 


To that end, Texas officials took the unusual step earlier this week of warning 
four] Prime Minister...that...Bill C-10 to get tough on criminals will fail. And a 
coalition of experts in Washington, D.C., said tougher laws are counterproductive. 
Costs will skyrocket, there’s little hope for rehabilitation and thé streets won’t be 
safer. 


The article goes on to say: 


The Tories want more prisons, longer jail terms, mandatory minimum sentences 
and the power to tell judges how to do their job. A justice system that strives to be 
fair and flexible could be seriously eroded. 


I want to highlight the fallacies of the whole crime agenda that the 
government is forcing upon Canadians. To make an analogy with the 
gun registry, in Canada we have a system of justice that works. Our 
crime rate has been going down. It is much safer to live in Vancouver 
than in Detroit or any other major American city and yet we want to 
take more people and put them into prisons. 


We have a gun registry that cost many billions of dollars, but now 
runs at around $4 million a year: Even if we do not register long 
guns, the cost will still be the same because of other arms that have 
to be registered. Therefore, a system that is basically in place, instead 
of tweaking it or calling for the decriminalization of this, as we are 
calling for as a party, we need to abolish it, not only abolish it, but 
the government is saying to destroy all records so that other 
provinces such as the province of Quebec, even if it chooses to do so 
because it is the will of the people, cannot use the gun registry. This 
does not make any sense. 


As the Canadian Association of Police Boards says: 


It may be that the Firearms Registry is not perfect. If so, let us improve, not 
dismantle it. 


It may be that there are people in your community who have legitimate concerns 
about certain aspects of the Fegistry. If so, let us work together to address those 
legitimate concerns. 


That is what my party has been saying ever since these bills were 
introduced, including the private member's bill during the last 
Parliament. It may be that there is need for better public awareness in 
parts of Canada, including other constituencies. If so, let us work 
together to create that awareness instead of dividing our country as 
the Prime Minister and the government have done on this question. 


_ Let us not be complicit in doing one thing, and that is destroy a 


basically good safeguard that works in the public interest. 


There are some myths that the firearms registry is a financial 
boondoggle and costs billions to run. In 2009 it cost $4.1 million to 
operate the long gun registry. 
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Mrs. Cheryl Gallant (Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, a registered long gun can be legally in the possession of 
a different individual at a different location so long as the other 
person possesses a POL or a PAL, just like a car can be loaned to 
someone else so long as that person possesses a licence. 


How can the member opposite say that law enforcement officers 
are assisted by the long gun registry in knowing where firearms are 
stored when this is not even a requirement of the long gun registry? 


Mr. Alex Atamanenko: Mr. Speaker, my hon. colleague 
mentioned cars. A stolen car can often be used to kill somebody, 
and that does happen. 


I am not the one who is saying this. The people on the front lines 
are saying that it is possible that the gun registry helps them in their 
job. If that small possibility exists, why throw it out? Why not 
improve it? Why not modify it? Why not make it workable for 
everybody instead of doing what the government is doing? The 
government is throwing everything out. When we look at the 
consequences in 10 or 20 years, we might think we should have kept 
the registry. 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
in the House we discussed cancer-causing asbestos and the only 
members who seemed to believe that asbestos did not cause cancer 
were Conservative members. Today we are discussing the registry 
and it seems like the only people who think the gun registry is 
useless, that it costs billions of dollars, that the police do not agree 
with it, are Conservative members. 


Could the hon. member tell me where the Conservative ideology 
comes from? Why are the Conservatives so hypocritical about the 
gun registry and asbestos? 
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Mr. Alex Atamanenko: Mr. Speaker, I really do not know how 
decisions are made by members across the aisle. It does not make 
any sense to take asbestos out of our buildings to make our country 
safer, yet continue to export it to other countries. It is almost as if we 
do not care about people in other parts of the world, so we get an 
apology that somehow it is fine. 


When representatives of our law enforcement officers are saying 
that the registry should be modified instead of being done away with, 
it does not make sense that the government continues with this 
ideological move. When people in the legal profession are 
questioning the government's whole crime agenda, from lawyers 
and people in the United States, who are saying it is not working, it 
does not make any sense that the government continues to do this. 


I have absolutely no idea as to why the Conservatives have this 
ideological train of thought. 


Mr. Mike Wallace (Burlington, CPC): Mr. Speaker, since my 
hon. colleague likes to quote former president of the CPA, Charles 
Momy, here is what the Canadian Police Association is saying: 

[The Minister of Public Safety] consulted regularly with our Association and our 
members to ensure that any changes would have minimal impact on public safety. 


We look forward to continuing to work with the Minister to find effective tools 
and resources to keep guns off our streets, and out of the hands of criminals. 


Does the member agree with the CPA's position now since he is so 
inclined to quote the previous president? 
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Mr. Alex Atamanenko: Mr. Speaker, there are many positions 
out there. Since I have been here, I have noticed that members will 
stand up for the interests of farmers, for example, or other 
organizations and then when they get pressure from the government 
and other groups, they suddenly change their position. They seem to 
think that if they do not change their position, it will be harder to 
work with the government even though it might contradict their 
position. 


I would like to spend some time with that gentleman, face to face, 
to find out what went on to make this change of statement. 


Hon. Lynne Yelich (Minister of State (Western Economic 
Diversification), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am very glad to add my 
voice to this important debate on Bill C-19, Ending the Long-gun 
Registry Act, which would finally put an end to what was an 
unnecessary, wasteful and ineffective long gun registry. It is a bill 
that has been a long time coming. 


For too long, the failed long gun registry has been in place making 
criminals of law-abiding hunters and farmers, while doing nothing to 
prevent gun crime in Canada. The majority of homicides committed 
in Canada do not involve long guns at all. Statistics have shown that 
rifles and shotguns are not the problem because they are the not the 
weapon of choice for criminals. 


There seems to be a misconception that keeping the long gun 
registry will somehow prevent gun crimes with illicit hand guns 
from happening. The truth is that those gun crimes have happened 
despite the long gun registry being in place. 


The long gun registry is a waste of taxpayer money and it is 
ineffective. One of the responsibilities of government is to put in 
place programs that are cost effective and which actually work. The 
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long gun registry accomplishes neither. For many years, we have 
seen ongoing discussions in the media, in government and by the 
Auditor General of just how wasteful and ineffective the long gun 
registry actually is. 


With costs reaching as high as $2 billion and no tangible evidence 
that a long gun registry does anything to reduce crime, there have 
been continuous calls to end this boondoggle. Despite the attempts 
of long gun registry supporters to convince Canadians that the long 
gun registry is saving lives, there is simply no scientific data to back 
this up. It is clear to many millions of Canadians that the long gun 
registry is both wasteful and ineffective. It is for these reasons that 
our government has worked, since taking office, to end the long gun 


registry. 


Over the last several days of the debate, we have heard a great 
deal of hyperbole from members of the opposition about what the 
scrapping of the long gun registry will actually mean. The way some 
members have been talking, one would think that this bill would 
remove all restrictions on firearms. This is misleading and it is 
wrong. 


Bill C-19 is about ending the long gun registry and destroying the 
records that make up the long gun registry. Other tools and controls 
on firearms will remain in place. To lawfully possess a firearm, every 
Canadian must be in possession of a valid firearms licence, and 
anyone who wants to acquire a firearm must undergo the required 
Canadian firearms safety course. This is a comprehensive 10-hour 
classroom course that gives students a working knowledge of safe 
firearms handling and it ensures that they are familiar with the laws 
and procedures regarding the ownership of firearms. 


As part of this licence application, all individuals are also 
screened. They are screened to ensure that there is no reason to 
believe that the public will be in danger if that individual gains a 
licence. This includes checking the people's criminal record to see if 
they have been prohibited by law to own a gun or if they pose a 
danger to society. Once individuals do acquire a licence, they must 
renew it regularly. 


As noted, none of that will change with the legislation that it is 
being discussed today. In fact, to strengthen the components of the 
licensing system that actually works, we have invested $7 million 
annually to improve the screening process for first-time firearms 
licensees, and we believe there is help keeping firearms out of the 
hands of people who should not have them. 
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Our second area of focus is the work we have done to strengthen 
the punishment for gun crimes. We passed legislation that sets out 
mandatory prison sentences for serious gun crimes, as well as 
reversed bail provisions for serious offences. We have put in place 
laws that target drive-by and other intentional shootings that 
demonstrate a reckless disregard for safety of others. 


There is now a mandatory minimum sentence of 4 years in prison, 
up to a maximum of 14 years for these crimes, and minimum 
sentences go up to 5 years if the individual committed the act on 
behalf of a criminal organization or using a restricted or prohibited 
hand gun or automatic weapon. These are tough measures that send a 
strong message. They send a strong message that those who commit 
violent crimes will face serious consequences. 
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We have also taken decisive action to boost the number of police 
officers on the ground to combat crimes in our communities. We 
have invested significant funds into helping prevent crime through 
programs like the youth gang prevention fund and the national crime 
prevention strategy. , 


In addition, we are taking real action to strengthen our borders. 
These borders are strengthened to stem the flood of illegally 
smuggled firearms from the United States. Our efforts to crack down 
on this illegal activity have taken many forms, including the 
deployment of integrated border enforcement teams at strategic 
points along the border, as well as making key improvements to 
border infrastructure, which improves the way that travellers are 
screened. 


I have listened to the opposition question what lessons we have 
learned from the tragic events of Polytechnique and Dawson College 
if we scrap the long gun registry. 


I will quote Darrell Scott whose daughter Rachel was killed at 
Columbine, the first high school tragedy shootings in 1999, as he 
testified before a House judiciary subcommittee on firearms 
legislation. He stated: 

In the days that followed the Columbine tragedy, I was amazed at how quickly 
fingers began to be pointed at groups such as the NRA. I am not a member of the 


NRA. I am not a hunter. I do not even own a gun. I am not here to represent or defend 
the NRA - because I don't believe that they are responsible for my daughters death. 


Mr. Scott went on to state: 


And when something as terrible...politicians immediately look for a scapegoat 
such as the NRA. They immediately seek to pass more restrictive laws that continue 
to erode away our personal and private liberties. We do not need more restrictive 
laws. 


He continued: 


Eric and Dylan would not have been stopped by metal detectors. No amount of 
gun laws can stop someone who spends months planning this type of massacre. The 
real villain lies within our OWN hearts. Political posturing and restrictive legislation 
are not the answers. The young people of our nation hold the key. 


In light of what we know about the long gun registry, our 
government is making the responsible choice. We know the long gun 
registry is wasteful. We know it is ineffective against real crime. We 
know that we have a strong mandate from Canadians to pursue law 
and order measures that really work. That is why our government is 


choosing to deliver on our promise to scrap the wasteful and 
ineffective long gun registry once and for all. 


The long gun registry has cost Canadian taxpayers an exorbitant 
amount of money. We hear from front-line police officers that the 
long gun registry is not reliable, is full of errors and has done nothing 
to help the officers who it was meant to protect. 


There is no statistic showing us that the long gun registry has had 
any impact in terms of saving lives or deterring individuals from 
committing violent gun-related crimes. 


This is a matter of common sense and our government has a 
strong mandate to deliver measures that work and that protect law- 
abiding Canadians. The long gun registry does neither. 


I ask all hon. members to vote according to the facts and end the 
wasteful and ineffective long gun registry today. 


© (1235) 


Mr. Daryl Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, a law is only good if it accomplishes what it sets out to do. 
Clearly, the firearms registry does not do that. I say that as a former 
police officer. I have never gone to the scene of a crime and seen a 
circumstance where the registry would have had an effect. I have 
looked down the barrel of a gun the wrong way. The registry is not 
an asset. 


I have been at a number of domestic calls where one must always 
assume the worst. One can never prepare. The registry has never 
helped. I have said that to many of my colleagues across the country 
and they have repeated that. Yet, I hear the opposition members 
bringing a general testament that it is of assistance. 


Could the hon. minister give us the exact circumstances she has 
heard from the opposition that shows the many occasions where it 
has been effective? Are there any? 


Hon. Lynne Yelich: No, Mr. Speaker. I know that some members 
were elected on that issue going way back in time, including in 
Saskatchewan where a Liberal MP has not been elected since the 
long gun registry in 1993, aside from the member for Wascana. 
However, he does not listen to his constituents, as we well know. I 
guess Regina did not send him for that reason. 


That is reason I quoted the father who lost his daughter in the 
Columbine tragedy, one of the worst tragedies. What he said hits 
home. It is what is in people's hearts. It is the person behind the gun 
who will commit the murder, not the gun. The gun involved in the 
Dawson shooting was registered and it did not make a difference. 
Those young people are dead today because of the person behind the 
gun, not because of the gun. 
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[ Translation] 


Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre (Alfred-Pellan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
as we all know, and as we have repeated over and over again on this 
side of the House, the Quebec provincial government and the 
National Assembly have unanimously decided that they want to keep 
the data from the current Canadian firearms registry. The 
Conservative member for Kootenay—Columbia even said earlier 
today that if the provinces want to create their own firearms 
registries, they could simply go ahead and do so. 


I wonder if my hon. colleague across the floor could share her 
thoughts on that. Destroying the registry, only for the provinces to 
turn around and create new ones, that is fine, but the government 
does not want to share the existing data. Why would the government 
make the provinces spend more money, when they are simply asking 
for the data from the firearms registry? 

[English] 

Hon. Lynne Yelich: Actually, Mr. Speaker, this legislation has 
nothing to do with penalizing provinces. We are ending the long gun 
registry. The long gun registry is a database of long guns. If the 
provinces really wanted that data, they should have collected it 
themselves and helped in this debate, instead of challenging us for 
that information. They can perhaps take care of that themselves. 


Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is ironic that the member is saying that the 
provinces should have collected that data themselves. The data 
already exists and there is an opportunity to ensure that the provinces 
that believe in this registry can obtain it. There was a comment 
earlier by a colleague on the other side who used to be a police 
officer. I can tell the House that not every police officer supports his 
point of view. 


How many times did the minister's office need to do interventions 
to assist people with the gun registry? I can say that in the three years 
I have been the MP in my riding, I have had four. That does not 
account for wanting to get rid of the registry. I am not talking about 
complaints to get rid of the registry. I am talking about complaints 
where people needed her help in order to address issues of the gun 
registry. 

Hon. Lynne Yelich: Mr. Speaker, I guess I should not have said 
the provinces. They can do what they want. We want to end the gun 
registry and that is what we are doing. I am not interested in pursuing 
that part of the argument. 


On how many calls have come into my office, when we were 
elected, I would venture to say that 99.9% of my votes were what 
mandated us to end the gun registry alone. That is how many calls I 
received. People told us to get ride of the gun registry now that we 
had a majority government. They said that that they had sent us to 
Ottawa to get rid of it and that if we did not, they would start their 
own party and get rid of it. 

@ (1240) 

Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
as members are aware, I am rising to speak to Bill C-19, an act to 
amend the Criminal Code and the Firearms Act. 


In this very emotional debate, we have had members from all sides 
of the House rise and quote from either families of victims, police 
officers, or from other organizations that are for or against the 
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registry. I think that the kind of debate we have heard in the House 
emphasizes how divisive this particular issue is in this country. No 
matter which side of the issue, people have passion when speaking to 
their beliefs on the matter. 


I will address one aspect of that belief. I come from the riding of 
Nanaimo—Cowichan, a very beautiful riding, but I think it 
epitomizes the divide in this country around this particular issue. 


My riding of Nanaimo—Cowichan is an urban-rural riding and 
members can imagine the kind of discussion that has taken place 
there on the registry. I would have one group of constituents come 
before me to say that I absolutely must vote to get rid of the gun 
registry. Then I would have an equally passionate group of people 
coming from exactly the opposing point of view. However, I have 
heard members in the House say that the reason they are here in the 
House is because people in their riding voted to send them here 
based on their position on the gun registry, either pro or con. 


I think many of us sometimes face very difficult decisions when 
we have a riding that is just not that clear cut. What do we do? I have 
had people, whether they voted for or against me, say that I have to 
represent their views here in the House. With an individual who says 
that to me, I always raise this question. There are roughly 127,000 
people who live in my riding, it is 4,000-plus square kilometres and I 
could conceivably have 127,000 different points of view on any 
particular issue. So how do I best represent my constituents? 


It is incumbent upon us, when we are talking about representing 
our constituents, to look at the country as a whole. Right now we 
have before us an issue that is dividing our country. It is dividing the 
urban versus the rural. It is pitting the hunters and farmers against 
some of the city dwellers and sometimes against people whose 
families have suffered as a result of gun violence. 


It would be far more useful if we could talk about gun control 
rather than the gun registry. If we want to keep our communities, 
family members and officers safe, that may be the best way to tackle 
it. However, instead of having that conversation, we are having a 
deeply divisive conversation about the gun registry. 


I want to quote the late Jack Layton. Jack, in this House and in 
other places, has said that one of the roles of a national leader is to 
look for ways to bridge those divides in our country. One of the roles 
of a national leader is to take those deeply divisive issues and ask 
where we can find common ground so that we are not beating up on 
each other over issues. 


Years ago when I was doing work on conflict resolution and 
mediation, one of the things that some of the professors used to say 
about this issue is to be hard on the problem and soft on the people. 
However, I find in this House that we are being very hard on the 
people, but not dealing with the problem. 


I want to read into the record parts of a speech that Jack gave on 
August 20, 2010. Jack said: 
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I’ve heard from countless gun-owners who say the registry treats them like 
criminals. Discounts their way of life...their regional roots. [’ve heard from 
Canadians who hate what the registry seems to represent — another city-driven idea 
that forgot rural reality. I’ve spoken to First Nations hunters who resent hearing they 
should “just get over it” and register their rifles. They talk about respect, and treaty 
rights, and slippery slopes. 


The concerns of rural, northern and aboriginal Canadians are real and honest. But 
I’ve also heard from countless citizens, equally impassioned, who take a different 
view. Emergency Room doctors, victim service workers, police officers and their 
unions, parents, teachers, Members of Parliament, ordinary women & men in cities 
like Montreal, Winnipeg, and Vancouver. 


Many agree that the way the registry was implemented was deeply flawed, but 
they ask a compelling question: Shouldn't we Canadians do anything in our power 
that might reduce gun violence? Stopping gun violence has been a priority for rural 
and urban Canadians. There is no good reason why we shouldn't be able to build 
solutions that bring us together, but that sense of shared purpose had been the silent 
victim of the gun registry debate. 


@ (1245) 


He goes on and, I think, very ably outlines in that speech the very 
difficult decision facing our country, but I only have 10 minutes. 


I know from my own riding that, although the gun registry has 
been an issue either for or against, is not the number one issue that 
people come in to my riding office to talk about. They want to know 
how come they cannot get their employment insurance claim cheque 
because of delays in processing. They want to know where is the 
national housing strategy because my riding has a situation where 
there are very few rental units that have been built over the last 10, 
15, 20 years. They want to know what is happening with health care 
because they cannot get a family doctor. They want to know what is 
happening with the roads and all of those other day-to-day things 
that people face in my riding of Nanaimo—Cowichan. The gun 
registry is not the number one issue that they say we should be 
spending our time and energy in this House debating. 


Now, Jack and the New Democrats did have some proposals 
around this deeply divisive issue. This included things like 
decriminalizing first time non-registration of long guns and making 
a one time offence a non-criminal ticket, enshrining in legislation 
that gun owners will never be charged for registration, preventing the 
release of identifying information about gun owners except to protect 
public safety by court order or by law, and creating a legal guarantee 
for aboriginal treaty rights. 


I know that as a former aboriginal affairs critic I did hear many 
times from first nations about their concerns around the possible 
abrogation of treaty rights in this piece of gun registry legislation. I 
know the member for Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, myself 
and others in this House have talked very passionately about the 
need to consider aboriginal treaty rights in the context of gun registry 
or gun control, whichever way we are looking at it. 


As in many pieces of legislation, there are often opportunities for 
unintended consequences. We have seen this in legislation that has 
been before this House before. I was talking earlier to a member of 
the press about the former voter identification registration, where the 
initial piece of legislation disenfranchised nearly a million Canadians 
because the House did not get it right. It did not do its due diligence. 


An article in the November | Toronto Star begins with “Tory gun 
bill delists sniper rifles, semi-automatics”. In here some concerns 
have been raised about some, one can imagine, unintended 
consequences of the bill because I am sure nobody would actually 


want this to happen. I am going to read from the article about some 
of the weapons that are affected. It states: 


They are all weapons that will soon be declassified under the Conservatives’ bill 
to kill the long-gun registry and freed from binding controls that now see them listed 
with the RCMP-run database. 


They fall under the class of “non-restricted” weapons and they are about to 
become unregistered. Restricted or prohibited firearms such automatic assault rifles, 
sawed-off shotguns or handguns are not affected by the bill and would remain under 
current controls. 


But under Bill C-19, the law would no longer require a licensed gun owner to 
hold a registration certificate for “non-restricted” weapons. 


It further states: 


The [Coalition for Gun Control] is still analyzing the legislation. But in 
information sent to the Star, its researchers point out that under the Conservative bill 
the Ruger Mini-14, the .50-calibre sniper rifle...a sniper rifle that can pierce light 
armour from a distance of up to 1.5 km—and [another] Long Range Sniper Rifle, 
which can accurately hit a target 2 kilometres away will no longer require registration 
certificates. 


I am sure most Canadians would not want this to happen. It would 
seem important that what we do is take a step back, think about the 
divisions that this is creating in our country, and think about what 
Canadians actually want when they are talking about gun registry 
versus gun control. 


I would urge all members in this House to vote against the bill 
because the bill simply does not address some of the key issues that 
are facing our communities, our police officers, and families of 
victims of gun violence. 


@ (1250) 


Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, does the hon. member think there is any such thing as a 
law-abiding sniper? Because that is exactly what this legislation will 
create. The government goes on endlessly about criminalizing the 
activities of otherwise law-abiding citizens. Of course, this is a 
nonsense argument. The effect of the bill will be that we will now be 
able to have law-abiding snipers because they will not have to 
register their sniper rifles. 


On a more serious note, the chief of police of Toronto, Bill Blair, 
has come out very vigorously in preserving this. I was in personal 
conversation with him and he sees it as simply a matter of officer 
safety, aside from all of the other benefits, that this is purely and 
simply a matter of officer safety. The officers use and rely on this 
registry. It gives them intelligence in advance of going into a 
situation where they may or may not know what the situation is. 
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I would be interested in the member's comments on both of those 
issues. 


Ms. Jean Crowder: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the member for 
those two very good questions. I ran out of time to quote from the 
Star article, but further on down in that article, dealing with issues 
around snipers, it pointed out that in the past businesses used to have 
to do the registration. Of course, that was done away with, with the 
long gun registry in 1995. 


There is a quote here from the president of Quebec's municipal 
police federation. He said: 
Without the long-gun registry, the government must re-establish the requirement 


that merchants keep records of gun purchasers, and the same requirement must be 
imposed upon gun owners who give, transfer or sell their firearms. 


We are not doing away with some of the requirements. We still 
need an ability to find out who has these guns and when they may be 
used in an offence. 


The other issue around officer safety is very interesting. The 
Conservatives, with their law and order agenda, are actually not 
looking for ways that they can continue to put in place measures that 
would support the safety and well-being of police officers in this 


country. 


Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my colleague for her 
impassioned speech. She spoke about what our previous leader, 
Jack Layton, had said in his speech. It really touches on the point 
that there are differing opinions and as members of Parliament our 
job is not to divide but to actually unite. So we need to do our 
research and we need to make a decision. Even in my riding, people 
are divided on this issue. It is not easy, but we have to look at their 
perspective. 


There was a speech on the Conservative side a few minutes ago 
and during the speech the member talked about the NRA. I wonder if 
my colleague would like to comment on the fact that the 
Conservatives quote the NRA on certain issues. 


Ms. Jean Crowder: Mr. Speaker, any of us who have done any 
travelling in the world, whether to the United States or other 
countries, recognize very quickly that Canada is a culturally different 
country. Therefore, when we start looking elsewhere for quotes and 
comments, this is really one of these cases where it should be a made 
in Canada solution. Because our country has evolved differently than 
the United States, we really do need to look for solutions that are 
going to respect the different provincial and territorial approaches to 


this, as well as first nations and Inuit rights, with their treaties. First . 


nations and Inuit have been treated very differently in this country as 
well. 


This is an issue that must be made in Canada. We must look to 
Canadians for a solution. We must look to rural and urban Canadians 
and first nations, Inuit and Métis. Therefore, I urge the government 
to withdraw this piece of legislation and go back to the drawing 
board. 


@ (1255) 


Mr. Scott Armstrong (Cumberland—Colchester—Musquodo- 
boit Valley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise today to join in 
the debate on Bill C-19, Ending the Long-gun Registry Act. This is 
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an important issue that has been very important in my riding of 
Cumberland—Colchester—Musquodoboit Valley. 


Last fall I presented a petition before this House signed by 
thousands of members of my riding, all of whom wanted the 
government to scrap the wasteful and ineffective long gun registry. I 
also want to note that our office did a survey on this very issue 
within our riding, and again the constituents of Cumberland— 
Colchester—Musquodoboit Valley spoke loudly and clearly. Of the 
2,600 people who responded to the survey, 2,200 said they wanted 
the long gun registry scrapped, so when I speak today, I feel I am 
honestly and fairly representing the views and wishes of my 
constituents. 


I wonder if the hon. members across the floor who represent rural 
ridings can say the same. I will come back to that point a little later. 


Let me tell members a bit about Cumberland—Colchester— 
Musquodoboit Valley, the area that I am so proud to represent. It is a 
beautiful part of northern Nova Scotia. It is a rural riding; the largest 
community is 12,000 people. Families there have a wonderful 
tradition of enjoying Canada's outdoor heritage. 


Members may know that as an educator by profession, I spent 
many years working to help young people become responsible 
citizens and lead healthy and rewarding lives. I am happy to say that 
thousands of young people in the riding enjoy hunting and fishing as 
part of healthy outdoor living. Being close to nature is one of the 
great benefits of living in the rural parts of our country, and those are 
also activities that families enjoy together as part of growing up in 
these rural communities. 


That is one of the reasons that there is so much opposition to the 
long gun registry in communities that I represent. Law-abiding 
hunters, farmers and fishermen for whom responsible long gun 
ownership is the norm are being made to feel that there is some 
questionable aspect to their lifestyle simply because they own a 
firearm. They feel that they are being penalized for a way of life by a 
far-off threat of illegal handguns in urban areas. This is both wrong 
and unfair. It is something I hear about on a daily basis from those 
who live and work in my riding. 


I also hear a great deal about the wastefulness of the long gun 
registry, something I have spoken about in the past and something I 
will continue to speak about in the future. As a Conservative and a 
taxpayer, I find the cost of the long gun registry to be unacceptable. 
When this measure was first introduced by the previous Liberal 
government, Canadians were told the cost would not be more than 
$2 million; today we are looking at costs as high as $2 billion. 
Canadians have been made to bear the cost of this bureaucratic 
exercise, yet it delivers no tangible benefits to prevent crime or help 
front-line officer safety. In fact, there is a fundamental disconnect 
between what the long gun registry was created to do and what it 
actually does. 
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We know the long gun registry was set up with the intention of 
preventing gun crime, yet we know that by their very nature, 
criminals do not follow the rule of law, and they certainly do not 
register their firearms. In the years during which it has been in effect, 
the long gun registry has failed to do anything to prevent criminals 
from picking up a firearm and using it in a crime. It has no 
preventative capacity whatsoever. Despite hearing many of my hon. 
colleagues across the floor express their belief that the long gun 
registry saves lives, I do not believe we have been presented with 
any evidence that it helps in this manner. 


The result over the years has been a large, wasteful and ineffective 
exercise that has done nothing to prevent crimes but has done a great 
deal to burden law-abiding hunters, farmers and sport shooters. It is 
bad policy, which is why our government is moving to scrap the long 
gun registry once and for all. 


Let me be clear about what Bill C-19 would do and what it would 
not do. 


The ending the long-gun registry act would remove the 
requirement for law-abiding hunters, farmers and sport shooters to 
register their unrestricted long guns. We would also ensure that the 
data collected as part of this registry would be destroyed and would 
not be available to create another long gun registry. Our government 
has made a commitment to scrap the long gun registry, and that is 
exactly what we are doing. 


Throughout this debate, I have seen many of the members 
opposite try to confuse this issue. Many members have incorrectly 
suggested that by ending the long gun registry, we would somehow 
weaken gun control in Canada. There is simply no evidence to back 
up that claim. The long gun registry has nothing to do with licensing 
or the control of restricted and prohibited firearms. The rules and 
regulations surrounding those types of firearms would remain 
unchanged. 


To close, let me remind the hon. members that November is the 
start of hunting season. For many years and throughout many 
hunting seasons, members of constituencies like mine have waited 
patiently for the end of the wasteful and ineffective long gun registry. 
Thousands of Canadians, both in my riding and across the country, 
are waiting for action from their members of Parliament on this 
issue. Specifically, they are waiting to see how members on both 
sides of the House will vote on this legislation. 


® (1300) 


That is why I am calling on members of the House who come 
from constituencies like mine to do the right thing and vote in 
support of Bill C-19. When we vote on this issue, I will be voting on 
behalf of the constituents of my riding. I have a responsibility to 
those who elected me and I hope that all other hon. members will 
respect those who elected them and do the same. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre (Alfred-Pellan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I very much appreciated the speech given by my colleague opposite, 
especially the part about the cost of the firearms registry. As 
everyone now knows, the firearms registry was originally supposed 
to cost only $2 million. In the end, it cost $2 billion to create. I am 
not sure if my colleague opposite is aware, but today the firearms 


registry costs about 10¢ a day per voter. That is less than the cost of a 
cup of coffee a day to keep it. If he wants to scrap it, as he is so fond 
of saying, it will cost us another $2 billion. 


Does the member not think this would be a lot more expensive 
than just keeping the information so the provinces can reuse it? 


[English] 


Mr. Scott Armstrong: Mr. Speaker, we have heard a lot of 
rhetoric before on the cost of the long gun registry. When the long 
gun registry was created, the creator of it was Allan Rock. He said: 


Let us not hear that the registration system will cost us $100 per firearm. Let us 
not hear that it is a prelude to confiscation by the government of hunting rifles and 
shotguns. Let us not contend that it will cost $1.5 billion to put in place. That is the 
way to distort the discussion. That is the way to frighten people. 


Allan Rock said it would cost $2 million, and when the accusation 
that it would cost $1.5 billion was levelled against him, he said that 
was ridiculous. 


He was right; it did not cost $1.5 billion. It cost the Canadian 
taxpayers $2 billion. 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am glad 
that the hon. member was speaking about waste. I would like him to 
comment on this Conservative waste: ongoing $2 billion subsidy to 
the oil patch; $2 billion for the G8 summit for a fake lake, gazebos, 
sidewalks that go nowhere and an arena that was never used; $3 
billion of stimulus money put into the Treasury Board for 
discretionary funds; and the Conservatives spent $130 million of 
taxpayers' money to advertise. 


Could the hon. member comment on this type of waste? 


Mr. Scott Armstrong: Mr. Speaker, our focus as a government is 
on jobs and growth. We have invested millions and billions of 
dollars from one end of the country to the other to make sure that we 
escaped from the largest recession since the Great Depression. I 
stand in favour of those investments because they have led Canada to 
be the strongest nation in the world when it comes to debt to GDP 
ratio. 


Before the NDP members criticize this government for the way we 
are tackling jobs and growth in this country, they should first look at 
some of their own initiatives, such as increasing taxes on job creators 
across this country. Their tax increases would destroy the future of 
this economy. 


On the long gun registry, all the member has to do is ask the NDP 
government of Manitoba, which stands solidly behind the elimina- 
tion of the long gun registry. 


Mr. Claude Gravelle: Mr. Speaker, I am glad that the hon. 
member mentioned Manitoba. With this legislation, Conservatives 
are going to destroy all of the data. Why would the government not 
let provinces like Quebec and Manitoba use that data to form their 
own gun registry, instead of wasting $2 billion to destroy it? That is 
real tax waste. 
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Mr. Scott Armstrong: Mr. Speaker, many people in this country 
believe that the long gun registry is only a step in the path to 
eliminate private ownership of firearms. Many people believe that. 
Let me quote what Allan Rock said on April 25, 1994: “I came to 
Ottawa with a firm belief that the only people in this country who 
should have guns are police officers and soldiers”. 


That is what the long gun registry could lead to. That is what 
many people in this country fear. 


Also, for people in rural parts of this nation, Liberal Senator 
Sharon Carstairs said that registering hunting rifles is the first step to 
social re-engineering of Canadians. 


Thanks very much. We do not need someone like her to re- 
engineer us in rural parts of this country. 


@ (1305) 


[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I am very interested in Bill C-19, an act to amend the 
Criminal Code and the Firearms Act. 


The NDP recognizes that there were improvements to be made to 
the firearms registry from the moment it was implemented. In fact, 
our party has proposed a number of changes to improve this registry 
and make it a more effective tool that does not interfere with the 
rights of the public. What is more, our late leader, Jack Layton, 
introduced a very positive proposal, which included decriminalizing 
the failure to register one's firearm when it was the first failure to do 
so. His proposal also allowed the benefits of this registration 
program to be maintained. As my colleague mentioned a little earlier 
today, the registration fees would also be dropped under this 
proposal. 


Instead of bringing people together, finding solutions, bridging the 
divides between the various positions and trying to reach a general 
consensus, as advocated by the NDP, the Conservatives are once 
again imposing their vision and their ideology just for the sake of 
keeping their election promises, without any consideration for the 
thoughts and concerns of all the groups in society that are saying 
they are against abolishing the firearms registry. The Conservatives 
are moving ahead without listening and without considering the 
countless police officers who use the firearms registry every day in 
every region of Canada. 


The Conservatives prefer to take a step backwards, waste 
taxpayers' money and erase any trace of progress. The Conservatives 
want to eliminate all the data at all costs, regardless of how useful it 
is and regardless of the estimated 2,100 lives that have been saved 
because of this registry. 


In Quebec, we recognize the importance of such a registry in 
protecting the public and reducing violence against women—women 
who live in abusive situations under constant threat. 


After the Polytechnique massacre and the Dawson College 
violence—we bring this up every day because these events left 
their mark on Quebec—women's groups said that it was important to 
keep the gun registry to better track licence holders and to help 
police locate criminals, even murderers. This is unfortunately still 
the reality in 2011. The gun registry is a tool that allows us to verify 
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the licences of gun owners and to run checks on these people. If the 
government abolishes the registry, it will remove the obligation to 
verify information about licence holders or those who buy and sell 
guns, which runs the risk of weakening the usefulness of a licence. 


In addition—we have said this a number of times but it bears 
repeating—the National Assembly of Quebec, the elected officials 
who represent all Quebeckers, last week voted unanimously to keep 
part of the gun registry. 


However, the Conservatives are ignoring the will of Quebec's 
National Assembly and are telling Quebec that if it wants to create its 
own registry it should go ahead, but without the federal data. Once 
again, it is a question of public safety. The Conservatives want to tax 
the provinces as much as they can. 


Instead of wasting the money of Quebec taxpayers, who funded 
the registry, why not act in good faith, in a positive and constructive 
manner, and give them access to the data and the information, which, 
I would remind members, saves lives. Furthermore, on the issue of 
public safety, the Conservatives are really contradicting themselves 
with this bill. 


For example, in my riding of Beauharnois—Salaberry, which is on 
the U.S.-Ontario border, we know that there is definitely a problem 
with the trafficking of guns, drugs and cigarettes. An increasing 
number of issues that people find to be worrisome and alarming are 
being raised. 


® (1310) 


Just last Friday, I met with the mayor of Dundee, who spoke to me 
about a growing problem: for the past year at least, landowners have 
been feeling more and more intimidated every day because RCMP 
and Sûreté du Québec police surveillance has diminished. An 
excellent pilot project was implemented west of the Franklin border 
crossing in Venise-en-Québec. However, between Franklin and 
Dundee, there is a section of the border where surveillance is lacking 
and crime is on the rise. 


I have a very real example. Last winter, the home of a person who 
was not involved in crime in any way was set on fire by criminal 
groups that have not yet been identified. People are terrified by the 
idea that other homes may also be burned down. People are being 
intimidated but they do not dare to report the crimes that are being 
committed around them, on their property or against them. 


In June, the Minister of Public Safety himself went to Dundee to 
determine the extent of the problem. He met with the mayor of 
Dundee. He assessed the situation and acknowledged that action 
needed to be taken to make the community safer. Yet to date, the 
mayor of Dundee has not received any information and the 
government has not followed up on the situation. 


People want an increased police presence to increase surveillance, 
whether it be ground or maritime surveillance, as my riding borders 
Lake St. Francis. 
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Could RCMP officers not form a task force in co-operation with 
the Ontario Provincial Police, police on the Akwesasne Mohawk 
reserve and the Streté du Québec? Is it too much to ask the 
Conservative government to make sure that these areas are safe? The 
various jurisdictions could work together to break up these crime 
networks, which have not stopped growing since security was 
increased west of the Franklin border crossing. 


With respect to the Franklin border post, I will say the same thing. 
The post was closed in April. This is a factor that reduces public 
safety in my riding, given that the customs officers who watched 
over that post no longer work there. So there is no longer any 
surveillance at that location on the Canadian side. On the American 
side, however, they have strengthened security. Is what has happened 
not absurd? We have tried to work with the Conservatives to 
reinstate this border crossing, but have been unsuccessful to date. We 
still have hope. 


Instead of spending time tearing down what we have managed to 
build up over the years, why not think about concrete solutions to 
concrete problems of public safety that are increasingly of concern 
not just for the people in my riding, but also for people in Ontario 
and Akwesasne and the Americans? 


There is a glaring problem in terms of the firearms registry and the 
borders. The Canada Border Services Agency does not exchange 
information with the people in charge of the registry when it comes 
to long arms imported under a licence to operate a business. As a 
result, some firearms have turned up on the black market. 


My time is running short, so I would like to give two very quick 
examples. In British Columbia in 2007 an RCMP report explained 
how some firearms had turned up on the black market. Some film 
production companies had claimed that they needed firearms in their 
films and so were allowed to bring the weapons in legally. The 
weapons then turned up on the black market, sold to the highest 
bidder. 


The second example is something that happened as recently as 
October 25, last week. The RCMP had to conduct raids at gun shops 
because some replica AK-47s had been imported from China in 
shipments of goods where they were recorded as being mere toys. 
The RCMP then realized that the firearms could easily be converted 
and that by changing no more than two or three parts they would 
become deadly weapons. So they all had to be recalled. It is 
unbelievable that this could have happened. 
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I will conclude by saying that the registry is consulted by police 
more than 17,000 times a day. Is this useful information? I think it is. 
There is no consensus on this bill and it must be rejected, so that it 
can be reworked to take all opinions into consideration. 


Mr. Jean Rousseau (Compton—Stanstead, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to congratulate the hon. member on her presentation. In 
Quebec, particularly in rural communities—the hon. member for 
Alfred-Pellan spoke about this earlier-—many of our ridings include 
both rural and urban areas. This is also true of ridings elsewhere in 
Canada. 


Why is it important to listen to advocacy groups for women, 
aboriginal communities, police forces and the RCMP who all want 


to keep the firearms registry? Why is it important to listen to these 
groups? 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
the hon. member for his very relevant question. I live in a riding that 
is both rural and urban and that is home to the Mohawk community 
of Akwesasne. Demands in my riding vary greatly. However, 
everyone agrees that public safety is of the utmost importance. Yes, 
there are hunters and people who use firearms responsibly, but we 
need closer monitoring for no other reason than to prevent crime. A 
statistic from 2009 shows that 7,000 registration certificates were 
revoked for public safety reasons. Thus, the firearms registry is 
useful. 


[English] 


Mr. Leon Benoit (Vegreville—Wainwright, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
no, that is not the issue I am going to talk about today. 


I am not sure if the member is aware of how much impact this 
issue has had on people who are no longer in the House of 
Commons. There is a good reason for that. The reason is that there is 
broad support for getting rid of the long gun registry. It does not 
work. It does not make our society any safer. It has nothing to do 
with crime. 


The member made a comment and I am quite shocked that kind of 
comment is still being made by members of the opposition. The 
comment was that public safety is the number one issue and we need 
better gun control to avoid crime. The member has to know that 
criminals certainly do not register their firearms. If criminals have 
registered firearms, they are highly unlikely to register the ones they 
use to commit crimes. 


The argument does not make any sense. Why would the member 
still make an argument like that? It is quite shocking, really. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach: Mr. Speaker, on the contrary, I will 
make no apologies for the argument I am making about the firearms 
registry. If all weapons were registered, it would allow us to monitor 
firearms more closely and there would be fewer weapons on the 
black market and thus fewer untraceable weapons readily available 
to criminals. We need greater control to prevent situations like the 
one that occurred in British Columbia in 2007—as mentioned in the 
RCMP report—and the one that occurred on October 25 with the 
replica AK-47s imported from China from happening again. We 
need all these tools so that police can intervene in a correct and 
appropriate manner. 


Mr. Pierre-Luc Dusseault (Sherbrooke, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
have a question for the hon. member for Beauharnois—Salaberry. Is 
the government standing up for victims by doing what it is doing 
right now? We know that a number of victims' groups want to keep 
the firearms registry. By acting this way, is this government living up 
to its claims that it always stands up for victims? 
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Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
hon. member for his question. On the contrary, I think that with this 
bill, the Conservatives are simply trying to keep a promise without 
any consideration for the thoughts and concerns of the victims' 
groups, the police forces, the public, or for public safety. This is truly 
an unwillingness to listen and to work together with all parties to 
advance matters in a constructive manner. 


[English] 
Mr. Rob Clarke (Desnethé—Missinippi—Churchill River, 


CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am honoured to speak in favour of the ending 
the long gun registry bill. 


It has been nearly 17 years since the previous Liberal government 
imposed the wasteful, ineffective long gun registry on Canadians, 
which is ironic. 


In March 2008, I was the first active RCMP officer to be elected to 
the House of Commons. It is also ironic that I was also the first 
Conservative first nations member to be elected to the House of 
Commons. 


My riding is entirely in northern Saskatchewan, and is actually 
two-thirds of the province. Obviously, many of the communities are 
very remote. As a result, firearms are a way of life where I come 
from, and in my daily life in the RCMP, I saw firearms being used in 
a legal way. There are those who make their living as farmers and 
use a shotgun to protect their crops and livestock, and there are those 
who are first nations, Métis or non-aboriginal who use a rifle to hunt 
for sustenance. However, these facts seem to have evaded the 
previous Liberal government. 


When the long gun registry was established as part of Bill C-68, it 
was done with the intention of protecting Canadians from gun crime. 


I had five or six years' service when the gun registry was being 
imposed and I recall listening to my fellow RCMP members, the 
constables, the corporals and the sergeants. I heard them say that the 
long gun registry would be ineffective, that $2 million would not be 
substantial enough and that there would be lots of cost overruns. 
Obviously, it was ill conceived as its fundamental focus is on those 
who are predisposed to follow laws, regulations and rules. 


It is abundantly clear that adding needless red tape to every long 
gun owned by a person in Meadow Lake, La Ronge and La Loche 
does nothing to stop criminals from getting their hands on guns in 
cities. The real way to ensure that we can keep our streets and 
communities safe is through smart investments in crime prevention 
and establishing tough, effective sentences for those who break the 
law. 


It reminds me of one incident that took place. I was on patrol in a 
first nations community and saw someone drive a pickup truck down 
a road, turn to an approach and then turn its lights off. I proceeded to 
follow. Upon entering the residential lot, I saw an offender pointing a 
rifle at a residence with individuals inside. I exited the vehicle and he 
nearly turned his gun on me. 


It is kind of ironic that less than a year later we had to investigate a 
murder in which this individual, in a rage of anger, had thrown his 
young infant son against a door frame. If the proper sentencing had 
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been in place to deal with this offender, I believe that this offence 
would not have been committed and one more young child would 
have become an adult. 


Through these measures we can ensure that crimes do not happen 
in the first place and that dangerous criminals, who insist on harming 
others, are kept behind bars where they belong. 


Over the past five years our government has taken concrete steps 
in both these areas. Then as now, we are committed to keeping 
Canadians safe and not increasing needless bureaucracy. 


Frankly, front-line police officers agree that the long gun registry 
is not a tool that is useful in day to day operations. 


I served as an RCMP sergeant. I can say from experience that 
decisions that my colleagues and I made regarding our safety were 
not based on information we obtained from the long gun registry. 
Every complaint was always treated as a firearm complaint. Even 
when we were serving a summons or a subpoena, we treated the 
residence as if there were a firearm inside and took the necessary 
precautions. 


Members opposite, specifically the NDP member for York South 


—Weston, frequently suggest that eliminating the long gun registry 


will lead to the death of police officers. 
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I have another personal experience. At 9:25 p.m. on July 7, 2006, 
in Spiritwood, Saskatchewan, I was on duty and on patrol. A 
domestic assault occurred in which the mother and sister were 
assaulted by Curt Dagenais. Subsequently, a pursuit ensued in which 
chase was given down remote grid roads. As a result, two members 
were shot and mortally wounded. The members' names were Marc 
Bourdages and Robin Cameron. One week later, they died from their 
wounds. This is something I remember every day. Was the gun 
registered? Yes. 


I think there is more of an underlying issue there. The individual 
had continuous run-ins with people in authority, from transport 
police to the RCMP to anyone in authority. The individual also faked 
his own death. 


Under our omnibus crime bill, if that individual were charged 
today, we would still have those two members here working and 
serving our country. 


Any time police officers go into a potentially volatile situation, 
they do so knowing that there is always a chance someone will have 
a firearm or other weapon. There was a time when I would leave 
home knowing the risks of putting on the uniform and knowing that 
it may be the last time I see my family. 


A list of all weapons, not to mention a list that is well-known to be 
inaccurate, is not a reliable tool. To say that a vote to scrap the long 
gun registry is a vote against the safety of police officers is simply 
not accurate. 


I want to be clear. The NDP and the Liberals claim to be standing 
up for law enforcement, when, in reality, it is only our government 
that has consistently delivered to our men and women in uniform. 
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Every time a measure comes to the House to give police the tools 
they need to do their jobs, be it tougher laws, better investments or 
more funding, police officers from coast to coast to coast count on 
the opposition to obstruct, delay or oppose them, which is why I find 
it strange that members opposite are all of a sudden best friends of 
those in uniform. 


When I look at our Conservative caucus, I see 11 members who 
have all served our country. We have all taken the risks to serve our 
country. At one point or another, all of us have had to make a 
decision to go into volatile situations where our lives were deeply at 
risk. 


I was a police officer and I did not find the long gun registry to be 
a useful tool to prevent crime. Last Friday, I sat with six members 
from Prince Albert and all of them said that we should get rid of the 


long gun registry. 


First, as a police officer, I can tell members of this House that the 
long gun registry is not a tool to prevent crime or to keep Canadians 
safe. In fact, the Canadian Police Association stated: 

The Government received a clear mandate from the last election to proceed with 
their proposed changes to the long-gun registry. 

We respect the message that voters have sent on this issue. 

..any changes would have minimal impact on public safety. 

We look forward to continuing to work with the Minister to find effective tools 
and resources to keep guns off our streets... 


We're quite satisfied with the efforts this government has made to work on behalf 
of front-line police officers, specifically with respect to the comprehensive justice 
legislation that has been a priority since the last election. 


I challenge any member who votes to keep a $2 billion 
boondoggle to show me a single statistic that empirically proves 
we are safer with these measures. 


Second, the long gun registry targets the wrong people, the 
northerners, the first nations, the Métis and law-abiding duck 
hunters. 


I call on all members of this House to support this very important 
legislation and to ensure its speedy passage. 
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[Translation] 


Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre (Alfred-Pellan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I greatly appreciated the hon. member's speech, especially when he 
spoke about the police officers in his region who told him that no 
one was using the registry and that it was absolutely useless. In my 
province, police officers consult the registry every time they are 
called to intervene at a home or elsewhere. 


I would like to ask the hon. member why this government is so set 
on not wanting to transfer the firearms registry data to Quebec, when 
the National Assembly is unanimous in asking it to do so and police 
officers use that data every time they answer a call. I would like to 
hear what he has to say about that. 


[English] 
Mr. Rob Clarke: Mr. Speaker, the one issue that stands out is the 


privacy issue. It is a federally run system and to provide it to another 
jurisdiction would be wrong. 


The member talked about executing duties. Every time I stopped a 
vehicle on the side of the road, I would run a licence plate. However, 
I would be out of the vehicle before I received that information. I 
would not know whether that person had a weapon. Therefore, every 
complaint must be treated as if a weapon is involved, whether it be a 
long gun, a restricted weapon or a knife. It is always about officer 
safety and using common sense. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre: Mr. Speaker, I want to come back to 
the fact that the National Assembly of Quebec has asked for the 
firearms registry data. I find there is a great deal of stubbornness on 
the other side of the House on this. The Conservatives say they were 
elected on the promise to abolish the firearms registry and they add 
that if the provinces want to create a firearms registry, then they can 
go ahead. We know full well that the Canadian firearms registry cost 
the Canadian taxpayers $2 billion. Our constituents are saying they 
paid for this registry and they want to keep the data. 


I would like to know what the hon. member is thinking of telling 


- these constituents who want to get their money's worth and who, in 


Quebec for example, want to recover the data. 
[English] 


Mr. Rob Clarke: Mr. Speaker, the data is three years old, only 
seven million guns were registered and it cost over $2 billion. 


My colleague, speaking on behalf of Quebec, wants to take 
information on western Canadians, Ontarians and east coast people 
for Quebec to use. That will not happen. If Quebec really wants it, it 
can come up with $2 billion and pay for the registry itself. 


Ms. Candice Hoeppner (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, being a front-line 
officer, my colleague can speak with a degree of certainty and 
experience that no one else in the House can claim, unless they are 
former police officers. 


Would the member expand on why front-line officers say that they 
cannot depend on the data in the long gun registry? When police 
officers go on a call and the registry indicates that there are two 
firearms in that residence, do those officers actually believe there are 
only two firearms? What is the procedure when officers go into a 
situation and want to ensure that all weapons, whether they are 
firearms, knives or bats, are cleared out of the situation? Could my 
colleague please explain that for us? 
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Mr. Rob Clarke: Mr. Speaker, it comes down to basic simple 
investigational tools. A lot of the information on the registry is three 
years old. If a person has one or two guns, there is no doubt that he 
or she will have four, five, six or seven guns. I have experienced a 
situation where a person had over 100 guns. He was a gun collector 
and many of those weapons were registered. 


It also comes down to common sense investigations. Officers 
make neighbourhood inquiries. They ask the family. They gather all 
the information, collect the data and then make the proper judgment 
from there. It is always about officer safety and about looking after 
communities and their safety. 


November 1, 2011 


COMMONS DEBATES 


2493 


Police officers always treat every complaint as if a weapon is 
involved. That is where some of the mistakes are made. We call it 
tombstone courage. Some officers are being harmed because they 
trust this data when it is in default. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
was never a police officer but I was the justice critic for a number of 
years in the province of Manitoba. This provided me with the 
opportunity to meet with numerous police officers over the years. 
The gun registry was one of many issues on which we had a great 
deal of dialogue because it has been around for a good number of 
years. 


This is where it is a bit unbalanced, if I can put it that way, in 
terms of a Conservative member who proclaims that he was an 
officer of the law and that he does not support the gun registry. 


Mr. David Wilks: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. The 
member for Desnethé—Missinippi—Churchill River was a member 
of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police. He is not proclaiming to be a 
police officer. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): I think the issue is a 
matter of debate. It is not really a point of order. We will go back to 
the member for Winnipeg North. 


The hon. member for Winnipeg North. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I detect a little sensitivity 
on this issue. The reality of the situation is that there is no unanimous 
opinion coming from our police forces, whether it is the RCMP or 
the local police. 


Many would argue that a vast majority of people serving in our 
police forces, our RCMP included, support the gun registry. If 
members were to talk to many of them, they would hear that this is 
just one of many tools that they have access to. It does not 
necessarily mean that they do not consider whether there will be a 
gun when they approach a door. They will always take that into 
consideration. However, it is one of many tools that the police have 
been using now for a number of years. 


I have found that the government, more than most governments 
that I have witnessed in my tenure as an elected official, tends to 
exaggerate the truth or maybe be a little tricky in terms of what it 
says to the public. A good example of that is the previous speaker 
talking about over $2 billion. We all know that is completely 
fictitious. It is not true. However, the Conservatives continue to play 
on that issue even though they know it is not true. Our national 
auditor has indicated that is not the case. The Conservatives try to 
give the opinion that the cost of the gun registry is hundreds of 
millions of dollars and huge expenses going forward from today. 
Again, we know that is not true. We know that the annual cost is 
somewhere between $2 million to $4 million. 


Providing straightforward information and facts is missing from 
this debate. I would suggest to members that it is something that is 
often missing from debate when we talk about government 
legislation that is before us, and it is somewhat shameful. If we 
were actually listening to what people had to say about the gun 
registry, not a small percentage, members would find that the 
information quite often somewhat contradicts what members are 
saying inside this chamber in regard to this particular bill. 
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. | 
would just remind hon. members, in the course of debate in respect 
to these subjects, one has to be somewhat careful that one does not 
impute motive with respect the truthfulness of subjects that are 
mentioned in the House. I know the hon. member is somewhat close 
to that and I would just caution him to take some care in the way in 
which these ideas are expressed. 


The hon. member for Winnipeg North. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, many individuals, such as 
members of the NRA, often try to take advantage by using 
misinformation in order to espouse a specific side. 


We need to treat issues of this nature fairly. When police officers 
and members of police chief associations, emergency response 
teams, paramedics, ambulance attendants, firefighters and first-time 
responders from across the country say that there is great value to the 
gun registry, at the very least we need to listen and respect that. 


Part of respecting that is to ensure there are actual facts brought to 
the debate. Facts have been lacking and I would encourage that we 
look at what is the most responsible thing to do in this debate. 


I have risen in regard to the cost factor for the province of Quebec. 
I have raised that because it speaks volumes in terms of to what 
degree the government has chosen to sabotage and completely kill 
the gun registry. Whether it is good or bad is truly irrelevant to the 
government. It has chosen to kill it at any cost. 


I believe the Quebec example is a great example to use in terms of 
how the government sometimes fails to recognize common sense. I 
will explain. 


The government has said that it wants nothing to do with the gun 
registry and is killing it. The registry has a database. The 
Conservatives say how much they believe it costs. In reality, we 
know it is substantially less. However, the data bank is there and is in 
place. They want to destroy the data bank. They want to hit the 
delete button. They want the shredders working overtime to ensure 
there is nothing out there to show there is a gun that is registered in 
Canada. They are determined to do that. 


The province of Quebec is saying that the government should 
wait. People in the province believe that having a gun registry makes 
sense. They want to listen to what members of our law enforcement 
agencies and many different advocates, such as women's groups and 
other groups, are saying. They are saying that it has true value. In 
fact, it is one of the many tools that law enforcement officers can 
access. They recognize its value and they want to have it. Therefore, 
they contacted the government and asked to have the information in 
that data bank, which makes sense. 
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The government came up with some lame excuse. It said that it 
could not provide the data bank due to privacy. Prior to that it said 
that it did not care if it were provincially or federally administered it 
wanted nothing to do with it. Therefore, the Conservatives are 
prepared to waste tens of millions of dollars. They would rather have 
the province of Quebec re-establish the data bank at a substantial 
cost. By forcing Quebec to do that, the government is causing it to 
use valuable tax dollars that could be spent on community policing, 
an outreach office, capital infrastructure programs to have youth 
more involved in positive activities or a litany of other initiatives. 


Whether one is for or against the gun registry, anyone looking at 
that would say that is plain dumb and a stupid policy of the 
government. 
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The government should be looking at what it is saying. When it 
talks about building federal-provincial relationships, how can it sit at 
the table and say that it does not want to give provinces the 
information in the data bank and that they have to create their own, 
causing the provincial government to spend tens of millions of 
dollars when it is in fact not necessary? 


The bottom line is the gun registry has had a lot of proponents 
over the years. If the government is going to do something with it, as 
we continue to go through the debate, in a very limited way I must 
say, it should at least respect the facts and stop trying to feed 
misinformation which we know is just not true. It does not add to the 
debate. If anything, it adds to the anger and resentment that 
government cannot be honest. 


Mr. Leon Benoit (Vegreville—Wainwright, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
I listened to the member opposite. He stressed the importance of 
basing a decision on fact. I admit that in this place it really is rare 
when there is a lot of fact in debate. If the member actually believes 
this decision should be based on fact, there is one fact, and that is 
there is no evidence that one life has been saved because of the long 
gun registry being in place. That is a fact. 


Beyond that, I admit there is not a lot of fact and much of it is 
perspective. For example, with regard to the Wheat Board debate, 
there are farmers who believe the monopoly will help to protect 
them. It is not necessarily based on fact but perspective. 


The member should pay attention to what happened to more than 
a dozen MPs in the last election, who lost because they did not 
support getting rid of the long gun registry. I would encourage the 
member to consider that as he goes ahead with this debate. Members 
do not necessarily base a position on whether they will be re-elected 
or not, but the reason— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): I am sure other hon. 
members may have questions and we have to get to them. 


The hon. member for Winnipeg North. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I would welcome a debate 
based on facts. It would be nice to hear the government provide the 
rationale, not the ideological reason, for why it wants to get rid of it. 
It has been said that there were several hundred suicides. There were 
presentations in committee with regard to the value of the gun 
registry and the impact it had on the number of suicides that could 
have taken place. 
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I do not want to claim to be an expert, because I am far from it, but 
I listen to what people have to say and respect the need to make good 
decisions based on facts. I do not believe the government has made a 
good decision based on facts in this case. 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, we keep 


“hearing from the government side that MPs in the opposition were 


defeated because of the gun registry. I predicted, after the last vote on 
the gun registry, that the Conservatives would lose a lot of Quebec 
MPs, especially women MPs. In the House today there are no more 
Conservative women MPs from Quebec. 


Could the hon. member for Winnipeg North comment on the fact 
that there are less Conservative Quebec MPs and that the numbers 
went up for MPs who supported the gun registry in the last election? 
Could he explain that to me? 
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, it is an interesting 
observation about the province of Quebec. I would suggest that 
there is a wide variety of reasons why people choose to vote for the 
Conservatives, the Liberals or New Democrats. For a number of 
reasons, all sorts of factors, the numbers came in the way they did. 
Did the gun registry play a role? I suspect it might have played a role 
in some constituencies and in others not as much. At the end of the 
day, I look at it this way. As opposed to basing a decision strictly on 
electoral success, we should base decisions on what makes sense and 
fact. 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
if the members across the way wants to talk about evidence, I sat in 
on the hearings and there was only one person, the police chief from 
Calgary, who said that maybe this should be a provincial 
responsibility and that there should be no cost. That was the only 
thing we heard against the gun registry. Every other group, whether 
police chiefs, police association of Canada, mental health experts, 
one after another said that it served a purpose. They all supported the 


gun registry. 


Does he believe the government is doing a great disservice when 
its says that this will not stop gangland gun offences. No one said it 
would, but it would stop domestics, it would have an impact on 
suicide, it— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The hon. member for 
Winnipeg North, a 30 second response only please. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, my colleague has raised an 
excellent issue. At the end of the day, Canadians want to see a 
government that will be tough on the causes of crime. We want to 
prevent crimes from happening. The gun registry has been 
something on which the government has long been too focused. If 
it really wants to do Canadians a service, it should listen to what the 
stakeholders actually have to say and start to take action so we can 
prevent some of these crimes from taking place in the first place. 
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There are so many other things we could be doing and I suggest 
the government would do well by listening to my colleague. 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Revenue, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to stand 
and add my voice to the debate on this important piece of legislation, 
the ending of the long-gun registry act. 


Today we are speaking on behalf of Canadians in rural and remote 
parts of our country who have been unfairly targeted for the simple 
and legal act of owning a long gun. I want to talk to that issue briefly. 


I grew up in a city and probably would not have understood this 
issue, but in my mid-twenties I moved to a rural community, and my 
understanding became much more robust. I hit a deer on the road, 
and a hunter was able to put the deer down. My children played, but 
there were cougars in the area, and we came to count on these tools. I 
also came to appreciate how important this issue was for the farmers 
and hunters. 


Who are these Canadians? They are our friends and family 
members. They are responsible, law-abiding individuals who use 
rifles and shotguns to legally hunt for sport or sustenance or both. 
They are athletes who participate in sharpshooting events, such as 
biathlons and skeet shooting, and who are internationally recognized 
for their impressive conditioning and skills. They are hard-working 
farmers protecting their livestock and their livelihood in the same 
manner as those who worked to settle in the west did for generations 
before us. For many of these individuals, their rifles and shotguns are 
simply the everyday tools of their trade. 


Each of these firearm owners has had to undergo proper steps to 
obtain a firearm licence before acquiring their gun. The wasteful and 
ineffective long gun registry simply adds another layer of red tape to 
this process. It also carries with it the uncomfortable stigma that 
makes these long gun owners feel like criminals. In fact, it is putting 
more burden onto legal long gun owners while having zero impact 
on criminals. 


Are we really to believe that violent criminals are going to register 
their long guns and firearms? It is not likely. Therefore, we are left to 
draw the obvious conclusion: the long gun registry is a waste of time 
and money. 


I will take a moment to say that our government is not against 
investing in effective measures that take the bite out of crime. It is 
entirely the opposite. For example, we are proud of our efforts to 
augment and strengthen our police forces. We have committed $400 
million for the police officer recruitment fund to assist provinces and 
territories in hiring additional officers and in addressing their unique 
public safety priorities and policing needs. This is a significant 
federal contribution to policing costs over a five-year period, and it is 
helping the provinces and territories in their efforts to recruit new 
police officers and make their communities safer. In this way, since 
just 2009, our government has contributed to the addition of over 
1,800 police officers across Canada. 


We are also investing in policing through other partnerships with 
the provinces and territories and the first nations policing program. 
To help encourage new recruits, our government has also provided 
crucial funding for RCMP cadet allowances and for improvement to 
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infrastructure at the RCMP training academy, depot division. These 
are all worthy investments in our front-line law enforcement. 


Another key piece on reducing crime, and another area worthy of 
investment, is our effort to prevent crime before it happens. This 
includes supporting community-based crime prevention programs 
that help at-risk youth make smart choices and avoid criminal 
activities. Last year alone, our government funded 160 community- 
based crime prevention programs through the national crime 
prevention strategy, which had an impact on the lives of nearly 
10,000 youth at risk. 


We are proud that the next phase of Canada's economic action 
plan includes $7.5 million annually towards the youth gang 
prevention fund. These are investments that are making a tangible 
difference in the lives of at-risk youth. We are proud to support 
efforts to steer them in the right direction. Every youth who decides 
to go to school instead of joining a gang has taken a positive step in 
the direction of success instead of violence and guns. 


We make no apologies for these investments because we know 
that the cost of crime to victims and to society is far higher. 
According to the Department of Justice, the cost of crime, including 
everything from property damage to the emotional impact on 
families and victims, totals nearly $100 billion every year. In the face 
of this statistic, we stand firmly behind our decision to invest in 
effective crime prevention and appropriate reforms to law and justice 
sectors. 
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What we will not do is allow our scarce resources to continue to 
be funnelled into an ineffective long gun registry. We will not focus 
our efforts on laws that are not having an impact on reducing gun 
crime. 


We know that most homicides committed in Canada do not 
involve rifles or shotguns. We know that in 2006 alone, three times 
as many homicide victims were killed with handguns than with rifles 
or shotguns. In 2009, we saw that two-thirds of homicides 
committed with a firearm were carried out with handguns, not rifles 
or shotguns. 


It is obvious that the wasteful and ineffective long gun registry is 
not worth the billions of dollars already spent on it. It is nothing 
more than a bureaucratic database with questionable benefits. In a 
time of a fragile economic recovery, that money could be diverted to 
more effective programs that prevent gun crime and protect our 
police officers. That money could better be utilized in our efforts to 
strengthen our border enforcement and crack down on illegal 
smuggling of firearms across the U.S. border, which is where most 
of the firearms that are illegally smuggled into Canada come from. 
To those who argue that ending the long gun registry will weaken 
our gun control legislation, I reply that it does nothing of the kind; 
rather, it will free up resources to reinvest in programs that actually 
work. 
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We will also ensure that all data currently contained in the 
wasteful and ineffective long gun registry is destroyed. We will not 
stand for the creation of backdoor registries. 


Equally as important as what the bill will do is what it will not do: 
it will not remove the requirements for Canadians to have a licence 
in order to use long guns; it will not undo the requirement to pass a 
background check and complete a safety training course. In addition, 
Bill C-19 will not make changes to the current requirement for 
owners of restricted and prohibited firearms to register these firearms 
through the Canadian firearms program. 


These are reasonable and fair measures. I therefore call on all hon. 
members to support the speedy passage of Bill C-19. 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
@ (1400) 
[English] 
INSURANCE INDUSTRY 


Mr. Peter Braid (Kitchener— Waterloo, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
today members of the Canadian Life and Health Insurance 
Association are in Ottawa to meet with parliamentarians to discuss 
critical issues such as pensions and health care. These issues impact 
the lives of all Canadians. 


In my riding Equitable Life, Sun Life, Manulife and FaithLife 
Financial are major employers and boost our local economy. They 
are also strong and dynamic partners that give back to the 
community through volunteer and public service contributions. 


Across Canada the insurance industry plays a vital role in our 
economy and our society, providing financial protection and security 
to over 26 million Canadians. They also provide leadership on social 
issues, demonstrating a commitment to enhancing the well-being of 
families and communities. 


The Canadian life and health insurance industry is a solid and 
successful partner in our strong financial system, and I thank it for 
contributing to our prosperity. 


XX x 


[Translation] 


BENOIT SIMARD 


Mr. Claude Patry (Jonquiére—Alma, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I had 
the honour to officially present the Commander-in-Chief Unit 
Commendation insignia to a very courageous man, Corporal Benoit 
Simard. 


The unit commendation is awarded in recognition of an 
extraordinary deed or activity performed in extremely hazardous 
circumstances. The Ist Battalion Royal 22e Régiment Battle Group, 
of which Corporal Simard was a member, received this commenda- 
tion for opening the airport in the besieged city of Sarajevo in July 
1992. Surrounded by warring parties, with fire coming from all 
directions, the members of the battle group were able to help flights 
bringing humanitarian assistance land so that essential aid could be 
distributed to the people of Sarajevo affected by the war. 


The battle group's extraordinary efforts also contributed to 
promoting the United Nations as a vital force in maintaining peace 
and security throughout the world. 


I am both pleased and proud to pay tribute today to the bravery of 
Corporal Benoit Simard. 


**K* 
[English] 


FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Mr. Garry Breitkreuz (Yorkton—Melville, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
over 17 years ago the government of the day was promoting gun 
control in the form of Bill C-68. 


After receiving a challenge from my constituents to look at the 
facts, I realized that the legislation did nothing to stop crime and 
protect Canadians. 


To date, the long gun registry has cost taxpayers over $1 billion. 
This money could have been, and should have been, used to crack 
down on real criminals, not law-abiding Canadians. The long gun 
registry unfairly targets farmers, hunters and sport shooters, not 
criminals. 


Jam very proud to be part of a government that, after working for 
so long on this important issue, is making good on its commitment to 
end the long gun registry. Bill C-19 would reward those law-abiding 
citizens who have been patient and supportive. This legislation is a 
step in the right direction as we bring a bit more common sense to 
our laws. 


We thank the thousands of Canadians who took the time to share 
their stories and their opinions that the registry should be scrapped. It 
has been a long haul, but in the end they have made a difference. Bill 
C-19 is proof of that. 
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FOOD BANKS 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Food 
Banks Canada released its annual hunger count today. It is clear that 
the economic recovery has left far too many Canadians behind. Food 
bank usage has gone up 26% since 2008. Each month, 851,000 
people use a food bank. Of those, 322,000 are kids. 


Even people with jobs are having difficulty. One in five working 
families uses a food bank. 


In my own province of Prince Edward Island, poverty and food 
bank usage are also on the rise. 


We can do better. We need to invest in affordable housing so that 
Canadians do not have to decide between paying the rent and 
feeding their families. We need to modernize employment insurance 
to better support older workers who have lost permanent jobs. We 
can no longer pretend that all is well. We need a national poverty 
reduction strategy, as suggested by both the Senate and a House 
study last year. We need government to show some leadership, 
because so far, we have seen little. 
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ASSOCIATION OF CONSULTING ENGINEERING 
COMPANIES 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, members of Parliament on both sides of the House, today 
I rise to greet the Association of Consulting Engineering Companies 
of Canada, which is here today in Ottawa for the annual Parliament 
Hill Day and Awards Gala. It will be presenting awards for the best 
engineering projects in Canada over the past year to some 
outstanding engineers. ; 


Whether it is a bridge or a building, if people have been on it or in 
it, it is probably designed by one of the finest engineers in world. 
These are Canadian engineers. Tonight they will be honouring the 
best of the best. 


It is absolutely wonderful that we in Canada have some of the best 
professional engineers in the entire country. Those in the past built 
this country. Those today are building this country. What they are 
asking is that all parliamentarians work together to improve the 
infrastructure fund past 2014 so that these engineers can do what 
they do best—that is, build the best country in the entire world. 


rows) hs 
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WINNIPEG CHINESE COMMUNITY 


Mr. Rod Bruinooge (Winnipeg South, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
today the Winnipeg Chinese Cultural and Community Centre is 
celebrating an exciting event. The community centre will be 
unveiling significant renovations to its kitchen and boardroom 
facilities, as well as officially launching a commemorative book 
entitled Celebrating 100 Years—A Remarkable Achievement. 


This book was commissioned by the community centre in 2009 to 
commemorate Winnipeg's Chinatown's centennial year. After much 
hard work by the dedicated late editor, Philip Chang, and a group of 
community authors, it is finally off to the press. 


Renovations to the centre will ensure that it remains a vibrant 
cornerstone of the Chinese community. By investing in projects like 
this, our government is following through on the commitment to 
fully implement our infrastructure stimulus package. These invest- 
ments are creating jobs now, when they are needed most, and are 
positioning Canada for long-term growth and prosperity. 


I ask the House to join me in applauding the community centre on 
its achievements and hard work in support of Winnipeg's vibrant 
Chinese community. 


kK *K* 


VETERANS 


Mr. Blake Richards (Wild Rose, CPC): Mr. Speaker, on this 
first day of the eleventh month, as we prepare our hearts for the 
eleventh hour of its eleventh day, I would like to share a story of 
remembrance. 


Ray Hoffman is 87 years old and lives in Cochrane in my riding of 
Wild Rose. He was still a teen when he went overseas to defend 
Canadian freedoms in World War II. Mr. Hoffman was an infantry 
machine gunner with the Calgary Highlanders. Once, while running 
supplies to the forward positions his driver was killed in a German 


COMMONS DEBATES 


2797 


Statements by Members 


ambush that he survived by shooting his way out. He was in the 
Highlanders’ final battle of the second world war in Oldenburg on 
VE Day in 1945. 


Last month, Mr. Hoffman returned for the first time to tour the 
battlefields where he so valiantly fought. He revisited the places that 
he remembers, where his friends and comrades died. 


This month and at all times, our debt to veterans like Ray 
Hoffman demands that Canadians remember the great sacrifices 
made for our freedoms. 


kK *K*K 


PRICE OF PEACE 


Mr. Peter Goldring (Edmonton East, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we 
pause today to reflect on the price of peace. Since Confederation, 
two million Canadians have served in uniform, 115,000 have paid 
with their lives, and hundreds of thousands have suffered life-long 
grievous injuries to self and soul. 


In Ortona's Piazza del Plebiscito is a poignant memorial of two 
soldiers, one lying dead and one bent over in grief, created by 
Ottawa artist Robert Surette. 


Entitled “The Price of Peace”, it speaks of the supreme toll in the 
“Stalingrad of Italy”, the battle for Ortona, and for all who have 
faced their soul in the finality of the theatre of war. 


Flowers are laid daily by citizens who know too well the price 
paid by Canada for their peace. Fourteen hundred sons of Canada 
rest in nearby Moro River Canadian War Cemetery, never to return 
home. 


The price of peace is paid in war. We ought never to forget those 
that serve, those who truly pay the price of peace. 


K*R* 
[Translation] 


ALGERIAN WAR 


Mr. Tarik Brahmi (Saint-Jean, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great emotion that I rise today to commemorate the date of 
November 1, 1954. Today, in many countries, including Canada, 
Algerians are remembering and paying tribute to fallen heroes. 
November | is not a celebration so much as the commemoration of a 
day that marked the beginning of the last Algerian war, which was a 
heartbreaking conflict that would last eight years. 


A few minutes ago, at the Algerian embassy, two colleagues and I 
took a moment and paused to remember. Canadians of Algerian 
origin are proud to be Canadian, proud to be part of the cultural 
mosaic we live in and proud of their contribution to Canada. They 
are also grateful to those who welcomed them. In the election on 
May 2, 2011, Canadians chose three Algerian-Canadians to represent 
them in this House. 


I invite all members to join me in recognizing this important date 
in Algeria's history. 
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[English] 
ABORIGINAL VETERANS 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Saint Boniface, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
aboriginal Canadians have demonstrated time and again their great 
service and sacrifice for our country through their participation in 
Canada's military, particularly during times of conflict. 


As Veterans' Week approaches, we are reminded of the many 
aboriginal Canadians, including my grandmother, who joined in the 
fight to protect the values and freedoms we enjoy today. First 
nations, Inuit, Métis and non-status aboriginal people served in the 
first and second world wars and the Korean War. 


That proud tradition of service continues today. Their courage, 
sacrifices and accomplishments are a source of pride for their 
families, their communities and all Canadians. 


This Veterans' Week, we honour their legacy. This Veterans' Week, 
we remember. 
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PROSTATE CANCER 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Mr. Speaker, today is the 
first day of movember. 


It is the day that many of our significant others dread as thousands 
of men across Canada grow a mo. Movember is a campaign in which 
men grow moustaches throughout November to raise awareness 
about prostate cancer and to raise funds for research. 


This year the New De-mo-crats are looking forward to doing their 
part in changing the face of men's health. So every time we see a 
man with a mo, we should think about a man in our lives and 
encourage him to get his prostate checked. 


Last year New De-mo-crats raised close to $16,000 for movember 
and this year we will surpass that number. 


I encourage every MP to give, and I suggest $228.11 which 
represents the 22nd day of the 8th month of 2011, the day we lost 
one of the most iconic mo's in this House. It is a way for us to pay 
tribute to Jack Layton, who fought this disease. 


With Jack's spirit among us, let us change the face of men's health, 
so we no longer lose the faces of men we know and love. 
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FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Hon. Rob Merrifield (Yellowhead, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is hard 
to address all the glaring factual inaccuracies that the NDP has been 
spewing recently in the Zoronto Star, but let me try. 


The NDP has claimed that we are delisting and declassifying 
firearms. This is completely false. Bill C-19 does not address the 
process in which firearms are classified as non-restricted. 


The process in which firearms are determined to be non-registered 
was laid out by the previous Liberal government of 1995. Our 
government has made no changes to that process since coming into 
office. 


Let me be clear, the ending of the long gun registry act does 
exactly what that title suggests. We are putting an end to the 
wasteful, ineffective system that has not prevented one single crime. 
We promised to end the long gun registry and rather than flip- 
flopping like the NDP, we are keeping our promise to Canadians. 


I would like to call on the NDP to stop its false and misleading 
statements, get on board and support Bill C-19 when it comes to a 
vote right here in just a few short hours. 


**K* 


ATLANTIC AGRICULTURAL HALL OF FAME 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize William Cairns of Freetown, Prince Edward Island on 
his recent induction into the Atlantic Agricultural Hall of Fame. 


Mr. Cairns has made outstanding contributions to the Island 
farming community, among them: member of Junior Farmers of P.E. 
I., vice-president of the Federation of Agriculture, member of Dunk 
River Dairy Company, and is the lone surviving attendee who 
pushed ahead with Amalgamated Dairies Limited. 


In 1952 Mr. Cairns became the first Islander to be accepted as a 
Nuffield Scholar, which fosters agriculture leadership through 
international study. As a result, he became a Canadian pioneer in 
adapting innovations for the dairy industry. 


Mr. Cairns and his son continue to operate Willscott Farm Ltd., in 
the family since 1852, a seventh generation farm. 


Our sincere congratulations to Mr. Cairns. We thank him for his 
lifelong dedication to agriculture, to P.E.I., and to Canada. 


we *K* 


INDIA 


Mr. Parm Gill (Brampton—Springdale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 27 
years ago today, following the assassination of Indira Gandhi, 
thousands of innocent Sikh men, women and children were 
mercilessly killed in the streets of Delhi and other parts of India. 


During this violence, at great risk to themselves, Hindus, 
Muslims, Christians and others sheltered and rescued their Sikh 
neighbours from the mobs. 


As Prime Minister Singh stated in his apology on behalf of the 
nation in 2005, “what took place in 1984 is the negation of the 
concept of nationhood enshrined in our Constitution...1 bow my head 
in shame that such a thing took place”. 


Last year during his trip to Canada, Prime Minister Singh also 
stated that the perpetrators of these crimes need to be brought to 
justice, and I agree. 
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Like Canada, India:is a highly pluralistic society known for its 
tolerance and democratic values. These shared values and our strong 
people-to-people bonds underpin a strong and vibrant relationship 
between our two countries. 


ee © 
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[Translation| 


ASBESTOS INDUSTRY 


Mr. Pierre Dionne Labelle (Riviére-du-Nord, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, a growing number of people oppose the fact that this 
government, which is completely out of touch with reality, continues 
to support Canada's deadly asbestos industry. Scientists, miners and 
ordinary Canadians are calling for a formal ban on asbestos. Even 
more important is the dissension that exists within the governing 
party. A former Conservative cabinet minister has come out strongly 
against the government's position. Chuck Strahl said that, for 
thousands of Canadians, working with asbestos in the past has set 
them on a deadly course, without their even knowing it. 


We know that Mr. Strahl is not the only Conservative to take this 
point of view. Any Conservative members who oppose asbestos 
have an opportunity here today to support the NDP motion to ban the 
substance. The Prime Minister should not be muzzling his members 
and forcing them to protect asbestos, thereby damaging Canada's 
reputation even further. 


*** 


WHITE-COLLAR CRIME 


Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lotbiniére—Chutes-de-la-Chaudieére, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canadians are concerned about crime, and that 
is why they gave the government a strong mandate to make our 
streets and our communities safe. Today, Bill C-21, the Standing up 
for Victims of White Collar Crime Act, comes into effect. 


The effects of fraud resulting from such crimes as Ponzi schemes, 
insider trading and accounting fraud are devastating. Bill C-21 will 
ensure that fraudsters are given sentences in keeping with the 
severity of their crimes, including a mandatory minimum sentence of 
two years for fraud over $1 million. The bill adds new aggravating 
factors that the court may apply to increase sentences, such as the 
impact on victims and the fraudster's conduct. 


We are determined to do everything in our power to ensure that 
fraudsters face the consequences of their actions and that victims are 
taken seriously by the judicial system. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
| Translation] 


FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, we are seeing some absurd situations as a result of the 
Conservatives' irresponsibility when it comes to the firearms registry. 
For example, owners will no longer be required to register the semi- 
automatic Ruger Mini-14. The Ruger Mini-14 is the weapon that 
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was used in Norway this past summer. It is also the weapon that was 
used at the Ecole Polytechnique. 


If the Prime Minister were a police officer, I would think that 
before walking into a building, he would want to know whether there 
was a Ruger Mini-14 inside. 


Why destroy all the data? Why endanger our police officers? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the firearms classification system has been around for a 
long time. We are following the process that was set out a long time 
ago. There are no changes to that in our bill. 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, we know where the Conservatives stand. They would rather 
destroy the data and put the police and the public at risk, but we do 
not understand why. 


Say that in a house there is an armour-piercing gun, a Steyr HS 
.50, an L115A3 long-range rifle and a TAR-21 assault rifle, but the 
police do not know because the Prime Minister decided to destroy 
that data. 


Abdicating his responsibilities is one thing, but why refuse to give 
the provinces the existing data? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, this government committed to eliminating the ineffective 
long gun registry and. we do not intend to help other levels of 
government create registries. 
© (1420) 

[English] 

Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, let me quote the Conservatives' Associate Minister of 
National Defence: 

A very obvious concern to us in policing is that | want my police officers to know 


where there are firearms when they respond to calls, especially those that very often 
entail dangerous situations. 


Does the Prime Minister agree that the semi-automatic weapon 
used at Ecole Polytechnique is dangerous? 


Does he agree with his Associate Minister of National Defence 
that it is an obvious concern for our police officers to know where 
these guns are when they respond to a dangerous situation? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Once 
again, Mr. Speaker, the system for the classification of firearms was 
established long ago. The government follows the process. It is not 
changed in any way by the bill. 


The government has been clear. It favours the elimination of the 
long gun registry. The government will not do anything to support 
the creation of a registry by other levels of government. 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, under the 
legislation, semi-automatics and armour-piercing sniper rifles, even 
those capable of dropping a target two kilometres away, will no 
longer need to be registered. The government is making it easier for 
these dangerous firearms to fall into the wrong hands. 


The government likes to talk about hunters, but the last time I 
checked, hunters were not going after armoured targets one and one- 
half kilometres away. 
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How is the government's decision to remove the last line of 
defence against these high-powered rifles in the interest of public 
safety? 

Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 


it is unfortunate the members opposite are relying on a very 
misleading Toronto Star story for their research. 


Claims that our government has changed the process for 
classification of firearms are simply not correct. In fact, the current 
process was put in place by the former Liberal government and that 
process continues. 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, they are 
required to be registered now. 


The Ruger Mini-14 semi-automatic rifle was the weapon used by 
Marc Lepine in Canada's worst-ever mass shooting in Montreal. 


Now the government wants to remove restrictions from this weapon 


and others like it. 


As if trashing years of valuable registry records in spite of victims' 
pleas was not enough, now the government is removing controls 
over high-powered rifles. 


Why is the government making it harder to track who has these 
dangerous weapons? Why has it not learned from the past? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
it is very unfortunate the member engages in that type of 
fearmongering that is misleading. He knows it is misleading. 


Claims that our government has changed the process for 
classification of firearms are simply not correct. The fact is that 
the current process was put in place by the former Liberal 
government. That process is continuing. 
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THE ECONOMY 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in light of 
the alarming economic news with respect to the decision on the part 
of the government of Greece to call a referendum and the impact that 
is having on uncertainty in the world, I wonder if the Prime Minister 
would reconsider the government's refusal so far to do two very 
simple things. 


First, will the Prime Minister postpone the increase in employ- 
ment insurance premiums which will cost at least $1.2 billion to the 
economy? Second, will he make sure that all of the tax credits which 
are being put forward by the government become refundable so that 
the lowest income Canadians, the poorest Canadians, could take 
advantage of those tax credits? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, obviously, the events in Europe over the past couple of days 
have once again increased uncertainty and have highlighted the 
fragility that does exist in the global economy. 


That is why this government has an economic action plan and has 
measures before the House that would give important tax breaks to 
families and to small businesses to help people out and to help create 
jobs. I would encourage the Liberal Party to stop finding excuses and 
instead to support those important initiatives. 


[Translation] 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we urge the 
Prime Minister to examine the impact of these measures on the 
poorest families. There are families who do not earn enough money 
to pay taxes. Why not give these families the same benefits as 
families that pay taxes? That is the situation. 


Employment insurance premiums result in job losses. I am not the 
only one to think that; so does the Canadian Federation of 
Independent Business. Why does the government not change its 
strategy in order to give the poorest families a chance? 
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Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, every time this government proposes tax cuts for families 
and SMEs to Parliament, the Liberal Party does not support them. 
That is an irresponsible position. There are other measures before 
this Parliament. I encourage the Liberal Party to change its position 
and support these measures, which are important for our families and 
our businesses. 


[English] 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, perhaps the 
Prime Minister has not heard us. We are encouraging the Prime 
Minister to go further with respect to providing some degree of 
stability for ordinary Canadians going through a difficult time. That 
is exactly what we are proposing. I do not know why the Prime 
Minister is being so intensely ideological in refusing to get to grips 
on this thing because it is so important. 


Speaking of ideology, when is the Prime Minister going to come 
to grips with the true cost of the F-35 contract? At the same time as 
he is talking about cuts elsewhere in the economy, why does he not 
do something to ensure that there is real fairness and real competition 
with a contract that everybody knows the price is— 


The Speaker: Order. The right hon. Prime Minister. 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the only ideological position here is that of the Liberal Party 
which opposes every single tax break this government brings 
forward for families, which opposes every single tax break this 
government brings forward for small- and medium-size business in 
this country, and which in some bizarre proposal is now suggesting 
that we would be somehow helping the economy by cancelling 
aerospace contracts with 65 Canadian companies. 


The government has no intention of doing any of those 
irresponsible things. We call on the Liberal Party to start to support 
the Canadian economy. 
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POVERTY 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
we learned today just how badly the government is failing families. 
A whopping 851,000 Canadians used food banks in March 2011 
alone, the second highest number ever. The Conservatives boast 
about their recession fighting skills, but food bank use has jumped 
26% since 2008. Fighting a recession means helping families 
recover, not just giving big corporations tax breaks. 


Why is the government letting struggling families rely on food 
banks? Why is it leaving them out in the cold? 

Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we all know that tackling this problem 
requires a plan, and we have a plan. 


The best way to fight poverty is to get Canadians working. The 
economic action plan is doing just that by helping grow our 
economy and by creating 650,000 net new jobs since July 2009. 


Every action we are taking is to help Canadians and their families 
become independent and help them to contribute to the economy and 
to their communities. 


Whether it be the working income tax benefit or helping lower 
income families get over the welfare wall, we have a plan and we are 
implementing it. 

Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
we are talking about working families who have jobs, but they still 
cannot afford to pay their bills and feed their kids. Food banks say 
that working families—I am talking working families here—are 
being left to struggle thanks to part-time low-wage work. The IMF 
and Mark Carney both say we should be worried about our economy. 
How much more proof does the government need? 


When will the government stop relying on misleading job 
numbers and come up with a real plan to kickstart job creation for 
families in need? 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I just mentioned, the best way to 
fight poverty is to get Canadians working. The economic action plan 
is doing exactly that with over 650,000 net new jobs since July 2009. 


Every action we are taking is to help Canadian families, allow them: 


to become independent and help them to contribute to the economy 
and their communities. 


Why are the members of the NDP not voting for these initiatives 
to make sure that Canadians can have a successful job and a 
successful future? 


[Translation] 


PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES 


Ms. Marjolaine Boutin-Sweet (Hochelaga, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
there is no doubt that it is difficult to live with a disability, physical 
or intellectual. It seriously compromises a person's ability to make a 
living. Canada has signed the UN Convention on the Rights of 
Persons with Disabilities. This government must fulfill its commit- 
ment and take real action to help persons with disabilities. 


Oral Questions 


The government has clear responsibilities towards all Canadians. 
What does it intend to do to discharge those responsibilities? 


[English] 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, no government has done more to 
support Canadians with disabilities than our Conservative govern- 
ment has done. Our government is removing barriers to participation 
in the economy and communities because the participation of 
Canadians with disabilities in our economy means that they are 
successful and we as a nation are successful. 


@ (1430) 


Mr. Mike Sullivan (York South—Weston, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
there 1s a dramatic increase in the number of people visiting food 
banks for help. One in seven of them is someone with a disability. 
People with disabilities are not being hired, including in the public 
service. According to the president of the Public Service Commis- 
sion, the situation just keeps getting worse. 


Why will the government not do more to fix this embarrassing 
situation and encourage the hiring of people living with disabilities? 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we thank the president of 
the Public Service Commission for her work. Certainly we see that 
some of the measures we put in place are indeed working in terms of 
the diversity of the public service workforce and ensuring that it is a 
robust public service that is reflective of our community. We will 
continue to work in that regard. 


SENIORS 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, the guaranteed income supplement was put in place 40 years ago 
to address seniors' poverty in Canada, but because of the 
government's failure to keep up with the times, seniors are falling 
behind. Costs are rising on everything from food to home heating. 
Once again, seniors are being left out in the cold. We learned today 
that the number of seniors using food banks has escalated over the 
past decade. 


What is the government's plan to help impoverished Canadian 
seniors? 


Hon. Alice Wong (Minister of State (Seniors), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I will take no lesson from an opposition party which has 
voted against all of our measures to help seniors. Canada's seniors 
have— 
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Oral Questions 


Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 
The Speaker: Order. The hon. Minister of State has the floor. 


Hon. Alice Wong: Mr. Speaker, I will take no lesson from the 
opposition party which has voted against all of our measures on 
behalf of seniors. 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, of course we voted against it because the government's so-called 
plan left too many seniors at the food banks' doors. 


We could act on seniors' poverty right now. New Democrats have 
put forward a practical, affordable plan to increase the GIS and lift 
every senior in this country out of poverty. We have the blueprint. 
All the government has to do is act. 


Could the government explain its inaction on seniors' poverty? 


Hon. Alice Wong (Minister of State (Seniors), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, Canadian retirement security is a priority of the govern- 
ment. That is why our government continues to take strong action to 
support seniors. Since 2006 the government has provided billions in 
annual tax relief for seniors and pensioners, removed hundreds of 
thousands of seniors from the tax rolls completely, introduced the 
largest GIS increase in a quarter century and made significant 
investments in affordable housing for low income seniors. 


*** 
[Translation] 


POVERTY 


Ms. Marie-Claude Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, since 2008, the number of Quebeckers turning to food 
banks has jumped by 22%. Poverty is affecting an increasing number 
of people, but the government continues to turn a blind eye. The 
Conservatives are so out of touch with reality that they chose to put 
an end to government stimulus measures. That is completely 
unacceptable. 


What real steps will the government take to stimulate the economy 
and create jobs? 
[English] 

Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I feel a bit like I am in the movie 
Groundhog Day. | am up again to say exactly the same thing: the 
best way to fight poverty is to get Canadians working. The economic 
action plan has created 650,000 net new jobs since July 2009. 


The best way to fight poverty is not the NDP's approach of 
increasing taxes; it is about providing people with jobs. 


© (1435) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Marie-Claude Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, we keep asking the same questions because the 
government does not understand. 


More than 60% of the Quebeckers who use food banks have 
exhausted all of their resources and are now living on social 
assistance. They are stretched to the limit, but the government keeps 
saying that all is well. 
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What will this government do to give them a hand up? What is the 
government waiting for to help them find affordable housing and 
return to work? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I will try to say it again, once and 
for all, so that the NDP really understands what we have done to 
reduce the tax burden on families. 


We proposed a new children's arts tax credit, but the NDP voted 
against it. We proposed a new family caregiver tax credit. What did 
the NDP do? They voted against it. We proposed a new and 
improved medical expense tax credit. What did they do? They voted 
against it. The list goes on. 


[English] 


Mr. Dennis Bevington (Western Arctic, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
government has to stop hiding in gopher holes. Food bank use is up 
80% since 2008 in our northern communities, and that does not even 
tell the whole story. Families in many of our remote communities do 
not even have access to food banks. We are entering another cold 
winter. Why is the government allowing northern families to be left 
behind? When will it create an anti-poverty strategy that helps 
northerners who cannot afford to feed their families? 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, let us go through some of the things 
that this government has put forward that the NDP has voted against: 
the working income tax benefit, to help make work pay and help 
low-income families get over the welfare wall; tax cuts, which mean 
over a million low-income Canadians do not pay income taxes at all 
anymore; enhancing the national child benefit, and the child tax 
benefit. These are all things we have put forward as a government to 
help Canadian families, and the NDP has voted against them all. 


kK * 


CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Mr. Frank Valeriote (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, open 
democracy allows for proper debate and differing opinions. First 
the Conservative government ignored the farmer-held plebiscite 
favouring the single desk, then it refused to hold its own plebiscite, 
then it limited debate in the House on Bill C-18 to three days. Now 
the Conservative-dominated committee is giving only three short 
evenings for consideration of the death of this iconic institution and 
small farms across the Prairies. 


Conservatives closed their minds and they closed the doors. Why 
is the government closing opportunities for farmers to be heard? 
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Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, the committee met last night and agreed that it would 
meet tonight. It is going to meet tomorrow night and the night after. 
We are going to put 16 hours of meetings into this one bill, and I 
think most Canadians would find that to be adequate. 


Farmers in western Canada need certainty. We are not sure why 
opposition members continue to stand in the way of their having 
certainty for marketing their grain next year. We would ask them to 
join with us and support Bill C-18. Let us strengthen the western 
Canadian economy together. 


**e* 


JUSTICE 


Hon. Irwin Cotler (Mount Royal, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in his 
testimony today Quebec justice minister Jean-Marc Fournier 
regretted that the government, in its Youth Criminal Justice Act, 
proposed the incarceration model—this as opposed to the rehabili- 
tative model, which has brought about the lowest recidivism rate in 
Canada. 


Will the Minister of Justice be open to revisiting the bill and 
incorporating the amendments that justice minister Jean-Marc 
Fournier proposed, but which are not now part of the bill, which 
regrettably promises greater cost, more incarceration and less 
justice? 

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, certainly we have made 
a number of modifications to that bill. I invite hon. members to 
continue their study of it and to have a look at them. These are very 
reasonable. The bill balances rehabilitation with the legitimate 
interest of protecting the public. I think we strike that balance and I 
hope the hon. member would allow the committee to continue to do 
its good work. 


[Translation] 


Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Jean-Marc 
Fournier, who speaks on behalf of Quebec, the National Assembly of 
Quebec, the Commission des droits de la personne et des droits de la 
jeunesse, and the Association des centres jeunesse du Québec have 
said loud and clear that they do not want this automatic 
imprisonment system. They have also said that Quebec is not 
prepared to pay for it. 


Given that the Minister of Public Safety misled the House when 
he said that all the provinces support this bill, what is the 
government waiting for to scrap the bill and do its homework? 


© (1440) 
[English] 

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I heard the hon. member 
and I find it very difficult. This bill targets some of the most 
dangerous criminals and Canadians, meaning the people who 


sexually exploit children and the people in the business of drug 
trafficking. 


I have to say we have had wonderful support from across this 
country. I notice, for instance, that Leger Marketing recently 


Oral Questions 


published a survey showing that the majority of Quebeckers think 
criminals should serve sentences that reflect the severity of their 
crimes. On that count, we are completely on board with Quebeckers. 
We agree with them. 


x KK 


OMAR KHADR 


Ms. Hélène Laverdière (Laurier-Sainte-Marie, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, a year ago the Conservative government made a clear 
commitment to respect the agreement between Omar Khadr and the 
U.S. government. It promised to bring him back this year to face 
Justice in Canada. Now the government is going back on its word 
and saying it could take up to 18 months if the permit is returned at 
all. 


Why is the government misleading our allies and retreating on its 
commitments? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
Mr. Khadr, in fact, did face justice. He pleaded guilty to very serious 
crimes, including the murder of an American medic. 


Decisions regarding the international transfer of offenders are 
made by me in my capacity as Minister of Public Safety, and at all 
times I put the safety of Canadians first. A decision will be made on 
this file, as on all applications, in due course. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Hélène Laverdière (Laurier-Sainte-Marie, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, clearly, the entire process currently under way in 
Guantanamo does not in any way comply with Canadian, American 
or international human rights standards. The Supreme Court's 
decision is clear and this House was clear: Omar Khadr must be 
returned home to face justice here. 


Why is the government now questioning the repatriation of Omar 
Khadr? 


[English] 

Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
I have great faith in the rule of law, including the application of law 
by the United States supreme court. Mr. Khadr pleaded guilty to very 


serious crimes. He murdered an American medic and he voluntarily 
pleaded guilty to that charge. 


Decisions made regarding the transfer of a criminal like Mr. Khadr 
are made under the International Transfer of Offenders Act, and my 
concern in that context is ensuring that public safety is maintained. 


XX *% 
[Translation] 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the F-35 procurement plan is continuing on its downward 
spiral. Test flights for the F-35 in the United States could be 
grounded. Why? Because too many questions remain regarding 
safety. The F-35s are experiencing three times more in-flight 
problems than what is generally considered acceptable. We are not 
making this up; that is what the Pentagon's weapons officials have 
said. 
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How can the minister still maintain that the F-35s are essential to 
the safety of our soldiers and our pilots, when our neighbours to the 
south are saying precisely the opposite? 

[English] 

Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, we believe in giving our brave men and women 
in uniform the best. With the F-35, we are getting the latest 
technology, some of which is still in the final development stage. As 
a result, we are giving Canadian industry the chance to become 
world leaders in manufacturing. 


The opposition would prefer that we bought 30-year-old 
technology and not help Canadian industry lead the world. We 
disagree. 

[Translation] 

Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, it is not surprising that the Americans are following the 
example of Australia, Great Britain, the Netherlands and Denmark 
and ordering fewer F-35s than originally planned—55% fewer, to be 
exact. 


All of those countries have reduced their orders—all but Canada. 
In spite of those facts, only this government continues to blindly 
support the F-35 program, which is going to cost us billions of 
dollars and is bound to fail. 


When will the Minister of National Defence admit his mistake and 
launch a competitive public process? 


© (1445) 
[English] 
Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 


CPC): Mr. Speaker, the only blindness around here is in those who 
are blind to the truth. 


Let me clear on the choice being offered. Our government has 
decided that our men and women in uniform need the best 
technology available to get their job done and to keep them safe. 
We are doing this in a way that would give Canadian industry access 
to billions of dollars in work and create thousands of good jobs. 


The opposition would slam the door on these contracts, throw 
those workers out of jobs and delay replacing the CF-18 by years, 
the very aircraft that is— 


The Speaker: The hon. member for Kitchener—Waterloo. 


**K* 


TREASURY BOARD 


Mr. Peter Braid (Kitchener—Waterloo, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
first the placeholder NDP leader, in a speech to her old public sector 
union, falsely claimed that unemployment was on the rise; in fact, 
Canada has created over 650,000 net new jobs since July 2009. 
Then, yesterday, the NDP made a wild accusation about this 
government's funding of the world-class Perimeter Institute in 
Waterloo using bogus data. 


Could the minister of state for science and technology please 
update the House on the facts? 

Hon. Gary Goodyear (Minister of State (Science and 
Technology) (Federal Economic Development Agency for South- 


ern Ontario), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I share my colleague's concern 
on this issue. I again call on the NDP to check the public accounts 
and apologize to Canadians. 


The Perimeter Institute is a world-leading centre for physics 
research. We support it because its discoveries will create the jobs of 
the future and strengthen our economy. That is what we are focused 
on. 


I invite the NDP to get on side and join us to help Canadians. I 
invite it stop misleading Canadians, to stop these cheap political 
games, to apologize, and to let us move on with helping the country. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, it is strange to see that most of the time, science comes 
from this side of the House. I would like to point out to the President 
of the Treasury Board that the facts are simple, they are clear and, 
thanks to the NDP, they are now known. 


The maximum spending authorized for the Perimeter Institute was 
$50 million over five years. But in 2009-10 alone, according to 
government documents, we can see that spending was $127 million, 
which is 10 times higher than the authorized annual spending, and 
the institute did not even receive the money. 


The government is talking about a technical error. Are 
$117 million technical errors common at the Treasury Board? 
Where did the money go? 


[English] 


Hon. Gary Goodyear (Minister of State (Science and 
Technology) (Federal Economic Development Agency for South- 
ern Ontario), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am quite sure that the member 
supports the kind of science that suggests pigs can fly. 


The fact is that the NDP members are absolutely wrong. I invite 
them to check the public accounts, clear their facts with Canadians 
and apologize. 


The Perimeter Institute is the world leader on theoretical physics. 
We support it because it leads to better jobs in the economy. I ask the 
NDP to stop purposely misleading the House and Canadians and to 
apologize. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, we will never apologize for revealing errors and this 
government's mismanagement. It is pathetic to hear answers that are 
cheap shots designed to distract us from the facts. The Perimeter 
Institute does excellent work and we salute them. Personally, I love 
the study of particles and especially the superstring theory. However, 
what we are talking about here is that the President of the Treasury 
Board is responsible for estimates. We know that he has a talent for 
discreetly transferring money to secret funds. 


What is he going to do to make sure these errors do not happen 
again? 
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[English] 

Hon. Gary Goodyear (Minister of State (Science and 
Technology) (Federal Economic Development Agency for South- 
ern Ontario), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like, once again, to refer 
the NDP to the proper records. It is very simple. It is the public 
accounts for 2010 which show in fact that the NDP is misleading 
Canadians. I have the records here and I would be happy to table 
them at the end of today. 


Even the Liberal MP for St. Paul's shares our concerns about the 
credibility of the House when she said, “When we make false 
accusations, and we're just not sure about this Perimeter Institute 
thing, we as parliamentarians lose...credibility.” 


es 
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ETHICS 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
in the latest release of emails about the Muskoka minister's 
involvement in the summit centre boondoggle, he made some 
disturbing comments about his intention to personally intervene in 
the spending process. 


He wrote to the mayor, "I'm going through Treasury Board to flow 
funds... should have the money for you within three weeks. I know 
your credit card is maxed." 


This is not how it is supposed to be done. Where is the paper trail? 
Where were the bureaucrats? If this were really arm's length, why 
would he be sending Blackberry messages promising to get cash in 
person? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, at the height of the economic downturn, the government 
has supported some 23,000 public infrastructure projects in every 
corner of the country. The good news is that some 650,000 net new 
jobs have been created. 


The Auditor General has looked at that initiative and, by and 
large, has been quite satisfied with it. When it comes to the G8 
legacy fund, she has given some very thoughtful observations on 
how we can be more open and more transparent to Parliament, and 
we have completely accepted that advice. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I have to say that, after 145 days of practice, big bad John has done a 
pretty good imitation of the Muskoka minister. 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order, please. I would ask the hon. member to 
refrain from using proper names and to stick to titles or ridings. 


Mr. Charlie Angus: Mr. Speaker, the member has done, after 145 
days, an excellent job of imitating the President of the Treasury 
Board but, unfortunately, it was the Muskoka minister who made the 
promise to get the money. It was the Muskoka minister who said that 
he would go around the spending processes. 


If the government is to have any transparency and credibility left, I 
would ask the Minister of Foreign Affairs if he would push his 
colleague to stand up and take accountability for what he pulled off 
in Huntsville. 


Oral Questions 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, such name calling is really beneath the member opposite. It 
has also hurt my feelings. 


Hon. Tony Clement: Which is not easy to do. 


Hon. John Baird: Which is not easy to do, as the President of the 
Treasury Board said. 


I know the member for Timmins—James Bay will be excited that 
tomorrow at 3:30 he will finally be able to ask the President of the 
Treasury Board a lot of questions. I look forward as well to being 
there to support the government in any way I can. At 3:30 tomorrow 
we will see him there. 


[Translation] 


FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
because of the decision to eliminate the gun registry, dangerous 
weapons will be circulating freely in our society. Owners of the 
powerful Ruger Mini-14, the weapon used by Marc Lépine and in 
Norway last summer, will not have to declare their weapons. The 
same applies to sniper rifles with bullets that can rip through armour 
from 1.5 kilometres away. These weapons are used for intimidation; 
they are not used by farmers. 


Why are the Conservatives allowing these dangerous weapons to 
go unmonitored? 


[English] 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the Government of Canada is not getting rid of the licensing 
provisions. It is getting rid of the long gun registry. It is unfortunate 
that the member is relying on a very misleading Toronto Star story 
for his research. 


Claims that the government has changed the process for the 
classification of firearms are simply not correct. The fact is that the 
current process was put in place by the member's government, the 
former Liberal government. 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, more than 
40% of first nations homes without running water are located in St. 
Theresa Point, Wasagamack, Red Sucker Lake and Garden Hill. 
These are the very communities that were devastated by HIN1 and 
are still victims of the lack of federal leadership and commitment that 
leaves their communities at high risk to this day. 


Will the minister take responsibility and immediately commit to 
provide running water and safe waste water management into the 
Island Lake community, and will the minister tell us when 100% of 
first nation homes will have safe running water and waste water 
management? 
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Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government is 
strongly committed to the health and safety of all Canadians. 


We have made important and strategic infrastructure investments 
to support first nations in operating their water systems and have 
committed to introducing legislation to ensure first nations have the 
same safe water that all other Canadians have. 


We are working with Island Lake First Nations to address the 
needs of their community, including safe water. 


XX * 
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[Translation] 


AUDITOR GENERAL 


Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Conservative government's candidate for the position of Auditor 
General appeared in committee, and this has left several unanswered 
questions, particularly concerning the recruitment process. The 
selection criteria were very clear and although the Conservatives are 
trying to downplay the importance of the language criterion in its 
selection, the candidate chosen does not meet one of the essential 
requirements. 


Can someone from this government confirm that the firm hired to 
find candidates was mandated to find a bilingual candidate, yes or 
no? 

Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I have already said in 
this House, the government looked for bilingual candidates and 
followed a very rigorous process. The best-qualified candidate was 
chosen. Mr. Ferguson said yesterday in committee that it was 
important to learn French. 


Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, that is 
not an answer. We still do not know if the headhunting firm hired by 
this government was instructed to find a bilingual candidate. The job 
posting clearly lists the following requirement: proficiency in both 
official languages is essential. It became clear yesterday that this is 
not the case for the candidate proposed by the Conservatives. 


My question for the government is simple: was the firm mandated 
to find a bilingual auditor general, yes or no? Respecting Canada's 
two official languages is not difficult. Yes or no? 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I already said that the 
government did seek bilingual candidates, but at the end of the day, 
it is very important to have the most qualified candidate, the person 
with the most qualifications. And that is who we looked for. 


[English] 
Mr. Ferguson is supported by Ms. Fraser, the former Auditor 
General, by the Liberal leader in the province of New Brunswick and 


by the premier of the province of New Brunswick who have all dealt 
with him for years. 


He is the right candidate for this position. 


CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Mr. Randy Hoback (Prince Albert, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
benefits of marketing freedom are already being enjoyed by western 
Canadian grain farmers. 


Today, the Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food joined Rahr 
Malting in Alix, Alberta in introducing a $6 million expansion to 
their malt plant which will increase or triple its storage capacity. 


Would the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural 
Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board please explain to this 
House the benefits of marketing freedom? 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, this is more exciting news of new investments just 
waiting for Bill C-18 to pass. Our government remains committed to 
giving western Canadian grain farmers the marketing freedom they 
deserve. As seen by today's announcement, an open market will 
attract investment, encourage innovation and create value-added jobs 
across western Canada. 


What is more, this investment is comprised of 100% private 
money. 


I call on the opposition to work with us to ensure the timely 
passage of Bill C-18 so western Canadian farmers can continue to 
build the Canadian economy. 


RAIL TRANSPORTATION 


Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
government took 13 months to even start acting on its own rail 
service review. 


What it has started is yet another review, with no deadline for 
actually doing anything. This process is in never-never land, while 
shippers of everything from grain to forest products, minerals and 
chemicals continue to suffer costly sub-standard rail service. 


The Conservatives quickly slapped closure on farmers. Why not a 
little closure on the railways, after 13 months of lost time and who 
knows how many more months yet to come? Why do the 
Conservatives side with the railways? 


Hon. Steven Fletcher (Minister of State (Transport), CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, after 13 long years, Canadians called for closure on a 
Liberal government. One of the reasons they did that is that the 
Liberals refused to do anything with rail for 13 long years. 


Our government has worked with great success with stakeholders 
to improve the supply chain of shipments for everyone involved in 
the economy, from the railways to marketing facilitators. With regard 
to the facilitator, an announcement will be made shortly. 
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@ (1500) 
[Translation] 


VETERANS 


Ms. Annick Papillon (Québec, NDP): Mr. Speaker, in four days, 
Pascal Lacoste will begin a hunger strike in front of the office of the 
Minister of Veterans Affairs. Mr. Lacoste served his country in 
Bosnia, but for the past 11 years, the department has completely 
abandoned him. Other veterans are adding their voices to his in order 
to denounce the red tape, the extremely long wait times and the lack 
of health specialists within the department. 


Will all our veterans have to resort to such extreme tactics to get 
the minister's attention? 


Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank the hon. member for her question. 


When our brave soldiers are deployed to theatres of operation, 
such as Rwanda or Bosnia, they may suffer serious injuries. That is 
why we are implementing specific and effective programs and 
services that are based on the most recent scientific data. When we 
‘ implemented improvements to the new veterans charter, it was 
specifically to help veterans who had the most serious injuries or 
illnesses. 


As soon as I was made aware of this situation, I asked the officials 
in my department to take the necessary measures. 


he OM 2 
[English] 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS 


Mr. Corneliu Chisu (Pickering—Scarborough East, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, this morning, our government became aware of reports that 
Mr. Ahmed, his wife, and two young children have been released 
from detention in Saudi Arabia. 


We know that the Minister of State of Foreign Affairs and her 
consular team work incredibly hard to support Canadians in distress 
in the region, as they do across the globe. 


Would the Minister of State of Foreign Affairs please tell this 
House about the excellent consular assistance provided to and on 
behalf of this family that assisted in their release? 


Hon. Diane Ablonczy (Minister of State of Foreign Affairs 
(Americas and Consular Affairs), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to once again be able to advise that other Canadians have 
now been released from detention abroad— 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. minister of state has the 
floor. 


Hon. Diane Ablonczy: Mr. Speaker, the Ahmed family has been 
freed in Saudi Arabia. I know it has been a very difficult time for the 
Ahmeds and for their concerned relatives here. 


Canadian officials will continue to provide consular assistance and 
facilitate the Ahmeds return to Canada, as we have been doing since 
first learning of their situation. 


Oral Questions 


We once again thank our partners in Saudi Arabia for their co- 
operation in addressing our concerns with regard to Canadian 
citizens. 


RAIL TRANSPORTATION 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, Toronto 
families are worried about the dirty diesel train that will soon 
connect to Pearson airport. 


While governments around the world invest in the future with 
cleaner electric trains, the government is leaving our biggest city in 
the past. Millions of travellers pass through Pearson airport every 
year. It is Canada's biggest airport. However, we should not be 
building 19th century transportation to get them where they need to 


go. 


Why will the government not show some environmental leader- 
ship and help build an electric rail line to Toronto's airport? 


Hon. Steven Fletcher (Minister of State (Transport), CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, this government has provided unprecedented amounts 
of funding for rail infrastructure throughout Canada. 


If the member were really sincere about representing the people of 
Toronto, he would have stood and voted with this government on all 
our historic investments for infrastructure. Why does the member 
hate Toronto? 


[Translation] 


JUSTICE 


Mrs. Maria Mourani (Ahuntsic, BQ): Mr. Speaker, by passing 
Bill C-10 to amend the Criminal Code, the Government of Canada 
will impose on the Quebec nation, on its territory, values that it 
rejects and will pass on the cost without. Quebec having a say in the 
matter. In addition, today, Quebec's Minister of Justice declared that 
Quebec will refuse to foot the bill. 


Does the Minister of Justice realize that this proves that the 
Quebec nation has no choice but to assume full control over its 
criminal laws, as any nation state would, to ensure that its values are 
reflected and it controls the cost of administering justice in its 
territory? 


[English] 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I appreciate anything 
about fighting crime is very upsetting to what is left of the Bloc 
Québécois, but these pieces of legislation have been before 
Parliament and have been in the public realm for quite some time. 


I am very pleased that since this government took office, we have 
increased our transfers to the provinces by 30%, $2.4 billion in the 
last year alone. That is the right approach to this. We will continue to 
help the provinces in that regard. 
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[Translation] 


PRESENCE IN GALLERY 


The Speaker: I draw the attention of hon. members to the 
presence in the gallery of Her Excellency Rose Francine Rogombé, 
Speaker of the Senate of the Gabonese Republic. 


Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 


x 
[English] 
POINTS OF ORDER 
ORAL QUESTIONS 


Hon. Gary Goodyear (Minister of State (Science and 
Technology) (Federal Economic Development Agency for South- 
ern Ontario), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have the accurate research that 
clearly shows the Perimeter Institute received, and continues to 
receive, the funding that respects this government's promise. I would 
like to table this document to set the record straight. I would 
encourage the NDP to read the actual research and to stop making it 
up and misleading Canadians. With the permission of the House, I 
would table the public accounts document. 


The Speaker: The minister does not need the permission of the 
House. He can table whatever he likes. 


‘Hon. Jim Karygiannis: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order to 
set the record straight on the family— 


The Speaker: Order, please. Setting the record straight is not a 
point of order. It is a point of debate. I would invite the hon. member 
to perhaps raise it in question period or in statements by members, 
but setting the record straight is not to use up House time as a point 
of order. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Pierre Dionne Labelle (Rivière-du-Nord, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, are the documents tabled by the minister in both official 
languages? 


[English] 


The Speaker: Order, please. It has come to the attention of the 
Chair that the document is in only one official language. Therefore, I 
would ask the Minister of State for Science and Technology to either 
provide a copy in both official languages or seek the consent of the 
House to table it in one official language. 


Hon. Gary Goodyear: Mr. Speaker, I commit to tabling it in both 
official languages. I guarantee the facts are exactly the same. The 
research is consistent. The numbers are the same. The NDP is wrong, 
in both official languages. 


The Speaker: We will wait for the document to be tabled in both 
official languages. 


Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, on 
that point of order, I do not know why the member referred to both 
being the same in both official languages. We do not have to laugh at 
our official languages of our country. We should respect that. There 
is something that happens with the government in disrespecting both 
official languages. 


The Speaker: The minister has committed to tabling the 
document in both official languages and the House will wait for 
that before it is officially tabled. 


[Translation] 


I would like to thank the hon. member for Rivière-du-Nord for 
raising this point. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 


© (1510) 
[English] 


ENDING THE LONG-GUN REGISTRY ACT 


The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-19, 
An Act to amend the Criminal Code and the Firearms Act, be read 
the second time and referred to a committee, and of the amendment. 


The Speaker: We will go to the questions and comments period 
for the Parliamentary to-the Minister of National Revenue. Questions 
and comments. 


Resuming debate, the hon. member for Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca. 


Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to speak against Bill C-19 and show my strong 
support for maintaining the long gun registry. I recognize there is 
division among Canadians, and in my riding, on this point, but what 
evidence tells me in the end is that this registry saves lives. 


Members opposite like to say that we have already debated the bill 
in full. There are a few things wrong with that argument. 


First, nearly a third of the members in the House are new members 
and so we would like to have our say. We would like to be able to 
represent our constituents, those who sent us here to bring their 
opinions to the House. 


The second thing that is wrong with the argument is that this is a 
different bill than was originally presented in the private member's 
bill introduced in May 2009 by the member for Portage—Lisgar. 
That bill simply removed the requirement to register long guns. This 
bill goes far further than that, in a sense that it is proposing to have a 
bonfire of the data and to destroy the very important data that has 
already been collected under the gun registry, data which plays a 
very important role in keeping both our police officers and the public 
safe. 


Both police organizations and the provinces want us to maintain 
that data and use it to enhance public safety. The money has already 
been spent gathering the data and it should not be destroyed. It 
should be shared with the provinces who wish to continue a registry 
on their own, should this legislation pass. 
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There is an additional complication here because prior to this 
registry, businesses were required to keep records of the sale of non- 
restricted firearms. This bill does not make any provisions for 
reverting to this process and, as we heard earlier today in question 
period, this means that weapons that were earlier used in incidents, 
like the Montreal massacre, weapons that were used in the terrible 
incident in Norway, will no longer be subject to registration at sale or 
any registration at all in the country. 


While New Democrats acknowledge that first nations and rural 
Canadians have some problems with this registry, we have tried to 
address those points that would make the registry less burdensome to 
them. We believe we can find a way to address the problems with the 
registry, while at the same time strengthening gun control. 


What are our proposals? We have agreed that we ought to 
decriminalize the first time non-registration of long guns, making a 
one-time offence a non-criminal ticket. This would go a long way 
toward the objections that Conservatives like to raise that law- 
abiding Canadians are being hit by the gun registry. They would be 
given a chance to register their weapons without acquiring a criminal 
record. 


We would also agree to enshrine in legislation that there would 
never be a fee charged for registration under the long gun registry. 
This would reduce the objection that there is a high cost to many in 
rural areas who have low incomes and who need firearms for hunting 
or other farm related usages. 


We have also agreed that we could prevent the release of 
identifying information about gun owners, except for incidents 
which would protect public safety, or under court order, or by force 
of law. 


We have also suggested that guarantees could be put together to 
ensure that aboriginal treaty rights would be protected. I have talked 
with first nations in my riding and this is a concern of theirs. It is not 
that they object in principle to the gun registry, it is not that they do 
not have concerns about public safety, but they do, as they always 
should, object when their aboriginal treaty rights are ignored and 
things proceed without any consultation or talks with them. We 
would like to work with rural and aboriginal Canadians. At the same 
time, we would like to continue to give the police the tools they need 
to keep our streets safe. 


From my point of view, firearm registration is already a one-time 
only procedure. It would never expire unless the weapons were 
transferred to a new owner. Under those conditions, to me, it seems 
much like the conditions by which we require people to get both a 
driver's licence and to register their cars; in this case, a firearms 
acquisition certificate and registration of the actual firearms. 


While we would work to make it as non-burdensome as possible, 
to make it as easy as possible to register those, I still believe in the 
registration of long guns as an important part of public safety. 


What has convinced me? What persuades me that we need to keep 
the registry? I want to talk first of all about police. I am a former 
police board member in my own community. At the time the registry 
was introduced, it was seen as a very important tool by the police 
that I worked with every day. 
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The registry gives real time access to information. It is regularly 
updated when the public safety threats are identified and used when 
police respond to calls and referenced during important investiga- 
tions. The police officers in my riding have told me again and again 
that it does provide them with the information they need to solve 
crimes involving firearms. 


As of September 11, 2011, the Canadian Firearms Registry has 
been accessed 17,402 times per day. Again, there is no alternative 
being presented by the government that would allow the police to 
have similar information that would prevent crimes before they are 
actually committed with firearms. 


In one survey which was conducted, 92% of general duty police 
officers said they use the Canadian firearms information system and 
74% of those front line general duty police officers said the results 
have provided and proven beneficial during major police operations, 
that they have helped keep police officers safe and that they have 
improved public safety. 


When we look at the unfortunate deaths of police officers in this 
country over the past 10 years, it is important to remember that long 
guns killed 10 out of 13 police officers who died in service of the 
public. This registry has been supported by police officers across the 
country. 


Chief William Blair of Toronto said, “The registry gives officers 
information that keeps them safe. If the registry is taken from us, 
police officers may guess, but they cannot know. It could get them 
killed”. 


That is the first reason that persuades me that we need to keep this 
registry. The second is the evidence on the public record about 
public safety. 


Since the introduction of stricter gun laws in 1991, there has been 
a 65% reduction in homicides by long guns. This is data from 
Statistics Canada. These are facts; these are not opinions. The 
reduction in homicides involving any type of firearm, in other words, 
other types of firearms, was only 37%, so there has definitely been 
an impact that would cause the reduction in long gun homicides to 
go down again by 65%, almost double the rate of reduction in other 
firearms. 


From 1995, when the firearms registry became law, to 2010 there 
was a 41% reduction in homicides by long guns. Rifles and shotguns 
are the guns most often used in unfortunate suicides, particularly 
those involving youth. While these have decreased by 64% in nine 
years, from 329 in 1995 to 121 in 2005, there has been no evidence 
that other methods have been substituted. So again, an important role 
in reducing the number of suicides among youth. 
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The third reason is my contact with women's groups in my riding 
and across the country. They have paid particular attention to family 
violence and the role of long guns in family violence in this country. 
When we look at the case of spousal homicides involving firearms 
from 1980 to 2009, there is a decrease in those figures, but on 
average one of three women killed by their husbands were shot and 
88% of them were shot with long guns legally owned. 


Since the introduction of the gun registry, gun-related spousal 
homicides are down by 50%. So still a significant problem, but a 
problem which has been greatly reduced. 


Members on the other side are fond of saying “when police 
officers go to domestic violence, they cannot trust the gun registry 
100%”. Well they can have fair warning if there are large numbers of 
weapons in that household. But that is not actually the issue. 


The issue is, can guns be removed from households before there is 
an incident where someone is shot because police are aware, the 
weapons are registered, and lower levels of violence have indicated 
this may become a more serious problem in the future. That is where, 
in my mind, the real value of the registry is when we talk about 
family violence, the ability to identify weapons and remove them 
from the home before they are used for a terrible purpose like 
spousal murder. 


The Conservatives like to argue that homicide rates have simply 
been on the decline and that our facts around public safety for 
women simply reflect that decline. But I have already said in my 
speech, we can show that there have been differential effects and 
greater decreases in the use of long guns in family violence, suicide 
and other public safety incidents. 


© (1520) 


When I stand today in opposition to this bill, I stand with police 
officers, women's groups, victims groups and the majority of 
Canadians. 


Chief Daniel Parkinson of the Ontario Association of Chiefs of 
Police said, “Scrapping the federal Firearms Registry will put our 
officers at risk and undermine our ability to prevent and solve 
crimes”. Battered Women's Support Services in B.C. supports the 
registry and has gone so far as to ask the Liberal premier to set up a 
provincial registry if this legislation passes. The Federal Ombuds- 
man for Victims of Crime says the majority of victims groups in this 
country support the registry. 


I stand with the majority of British Columbias, 61% in the most 
recent public opinion survey, in support of the gun registry, and ask 
the government to abandon this reckless law. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
the member makes reference to the province of British Columbia. 
We know full well what the Government of Canada has said with 
regard to the province of Quebec in terms of the data bank. 


My question to my New Democrat colleague is this. To what 
degree does he believe that the federal government has an obligation 
to support provinces that have a desire to continue a long gun 
registry by providing them the data bank as opposed to hitting the 
delete button and getting rid of the data bank, thereby causing a 
provincial government such as Quebec that would like the registry 
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put into place to have to recreate the data bank at a substantial cost 
when it could have spent money on many other projects? 


Mr. Randall Garrison: Mr. Speaker, I would like to see the long 
gun registry maintained. This is one of the most effective tools for 
public safety in the country. In British Columbia there is a debate Just 
beginning about what happens if this legislation passes. That debate 
has not really developed because the government has not given us 
much time to debate it in the House of Commons. People have not 


really had a chance to consider what the proper response to the 


passage of this law would be. 


I know that battered women's groups, as I mentioned, have taken 
the first step in calling on the Liberal government in British 
Columbia to establish such a registry. The important point is the 
destruction of data that the government is proposing. It would not 
even leave this option open to provinces. No matter what position 
they take in the future, it will foreclose the option of having 
provincial registries before there is even a chance to have that debate 
at the provincial level. 


Mr. Mike Sullivan (York South—Weston, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
my question for my colleague has to do with the rhetoric we heard 
earlier during question period about the fact that the Conservatives 
are not changing the classification structure for some very powerful 
weapons. While it may be true, the effect of failing to change the 
classification structure appears to be that weapons that used to be 
registered before the gun registry ever existed now no longer have to 
be registered in any way, shape or form, which makes me feel less 
safe. Could the member comment on that, please? 


Mr. Randall Garrison: Mr. Speaker, it is perhaps one of the 
unforeseen side effects of this law that maybe the Conservatives had 
not thought about in their rush to pass it through without much 
debate. It seems that there are some weapons which will escape any 
kind of registration, including the kinds of weapons that were used 
by Marc Lépine in the incident at Ecole Polytechnique and, as I said 
in my speech, in Norway. While I grant the Conservatives that it is 
probably not a deliberate attempt to deregister weapons, in fact it 
will allow these weapons to escape registration. 


I am also concerned about the requirement to report sales of these 
kinds of weapons, which existed before the registry. Now that the 
registry is being abolished, we need to have the sales reports brought 
back. 


Mr. Ray Boughen (Palliser, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I listened with 
great interest to my colleague's position and I find it quite difficult to 
understand a couple of things he said. I heard him say that people are 
going to be at risk because of these guns. Does that mean we are at 
risk if there is a military person in a tank or an airman in an aircraft? 
These types of people who possess’ guns do not create risk 
necessarily. Many target shooters and hunters enjoy those sports 
and we do not consider that they are dangerous people. The 
sweeping statement that everyone is at risk over this is not quite true. 
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was a drop. Let me read from The Chronicle Herald, which states, 
“While it's true long-gun homicides have dropped since the registry 
was introduced, it's also true that murder rates have been—” 
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The Speaker: Order. I apologize for cutting off the hon. member, 
but I have to stop him there to give the member for Esquimalt—Juan 
de Fuca a chance to respond. 


Mr. Randall Garrison: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member asked 
about military members. Of course, they all have IDs, they are all 
registered and everyone knows what weapons they are carrying. I 
have no doubts about them doing their job safely, but if they were to 
take those weapons from their job into another context which would 
be inappropriate, we would know that they have the weapons and we 
would know who they are. 


My point about the registration of weapons is that it allows us to 
know who can safely possess handguns and they are no threat. It is 
similar to those who like to drive. Those who like to target shoot 
should register their guns and get a licence. This is no heavy burden 
on them in comparison to the gain we get in public safety. It is by 
knowing who possesses weapons that weapons can be removed from 
the hands of those who may have mental instability problems, 
addiction problems, or family violence problems. 


I am not trying to remove guns from the hands of legitimate 
hunters, target shooters or— 


The Speaker: Order. The hon. member is out of time. 


I understand the hon. member for South Surrey—White Rock— 
Cloverdale is rising on a point of order. 


KK * 


POINTS OF ORDER 
BILL C-317—INCOME TAX ACT 


Mr. Russ Hiebert (South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the 
member for Windsor—Tecumseh, who again has raised certain 
objections to my private member's bill, Bill C-317. I must note that 
the member did not raise a single objection or make a substantive 
argument in response to my rebuttal, nor can he. 


To reiterate, it is simply the case that Bill C-317 does not give any 
additional taxation power to the Canada Revenue Agency that it does 
not already have. It merely enumerates two of the most relevant of 
those already existing powers. To be specific, the CRA already has 
the power to revoke a labour organization's tax exempt status and 
revoke dues deductibility. The CRA has the power to do this for 
several different types of violations of the Income Tax Act, including 
the one that is specifically identified in this bill, the failure of a 
labour organization to file a return. 


As the bill does not grant the CRA any new powers to revoke tax 
exempt status or dues deductibility, there is no new ability created to 
collect extra revenue. 


Only the requirements surrounding what must be included in a 
public information return are new. Let me emphasize that labour 
organizations must already file returns. They already face con- 


COMMONS DEBATES 


2811 


Points of Order 


sequences for failure to file returns. The tax consequences for failure 
to file returns already exist. Those tax consequences are not 
increased or changed by the bill. The only thing that would change is 
what information is required in the public information return. 


While the public information return I propose is not onerous, it is 
probably more detailed in some areas than what is currently required 
of labour organizations. However, requiring more detail than may be 
presently expected does not mean requiring more tax or a new tax. It 
is already the case that a labour organization could refuse to file its 
currently required tax return, and it could face losing its tax exempt 
status and dues deductibility as a result. 


Under my bill, a labour organization could also refuse to file its 
tax return, including the new public information return that I 
propose, and it would face the identical consequences. 


Let us use the member's own example of a dues-paying worker 
whose income was slightly below the second income tax bracket and 
was forced to pay taxes because of lost dues deductibility. 


The member used an example to fit the definition of creating a 
new taxpayer, as it states in Beauchesne's, “an extension of the 
incidence of a tax so as to include persons not already payers”. 


The example could be a realistic scenario; I do not debate that. 
However, it makes no difference. Using the same example, the same 
dues-paying worker could be forced into paying taxes right now if 
his or her union refused to file its tax return today. 


Nothing would change for that dues-paying worker with the 
passage of my bill. The power to create a taxpayer out of the dues- 
paying worker in the member's example was granted to the Canada 
Revenue Agency a long time ago. My bill does nothing to change 
that. 


Frankly, that is the long and the short of it. My bill's sole purpose 
is to ask for more detailed information and to make it public. It does 
not impose any additional or new tax consequences on a labour 
organization or its members. 


A different point the member raised in his response concerned the 
requirement of unionized employees to pay dues. Of course, in my 
response I did not dispute the requirement to pay dues, nor did I 
suggest that it was discretionary under certain labour contracts. 
Instead, I pointed out that employees always have the option to 
choose which union they want to represent them. 


Again, Mr. Speaker, if you read the transcript carefully, you will 
see that the member did not address the substance of the point that I 
raised. Instead, he was merely dismissive of the well-established fact 
that union members can decertify their existing union and certify 
another one. In Canada this happens all the time for a variety of 
reasons with which the member is undoubtedly familiar. 
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I greatly suspect at this very moment if a union local deliberately 
violated the Income Tax Act by refusing to file a return and put its 
tax exempt status and its member dues deductibility at risk, its 
members would take action. One of those possible actions would be, 
as I stated, to decertify the union and bring in another. As the 
member himself pointed out, unions are democratic institutions, so 
another action might be to democratically remove the board of the 
local and install one that would comply with the law and thus 
preserve the dues deductibility of members. 


The bottom line is that while it may be mandatory to pay dues, 
dues-paying employees do have options, including whether or not to 
pay their dues to a labour organization that qualifies for dues 
deductibility under the Income Tax Act. 


However, regardless of the choices that union members may 
make, Mr. Speaker, I would urge you to focus on my major point, 
that there is no difference in the potential tax consequences in the 
scenario of a labour organization failing to file a tax return under the 
present Income Tax Act versus a labour organization failing to file 
under the amendments proposed by my bill. 


Finally, let me note that both in his point of order and in his later 
response, the member disappointingly used a considerable portion of 
his remarks to engage in actual debate over the substance of my bill. 
He raised issues clearly unrelated to his point of order over ways and 
means, such as what he falsely assumes my bill would cost unions 
and his favourite theory about the strategy behind my bill. 


The proper place for the member to raise these issues would be the 
time allotted for private members' business, and I would be happy to 
correct the member on his faulty arguments during that time. 


The Speaker: | thank the hon. member for his further intervention 
on this point. 


Resuming debate. The hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Aboriginal Affairs. 


kK * 


ENDING THE LONG-GUN REGISTRY ACT 


The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-19, 
An Act to amend the Criminal Code and the Firearms Act, be read 
the second time and referred to a committee, and of the amendment. 


Mr. Greg Rickford (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, for the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency and for 
the Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern 
Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to speak in favour 
of Bill C-19, the ending the long gun registry bill. 


I beg to differ with previous speakers from the other side that this 
particular subject has not been exhausted. We debated this subject in 
previous sessions of Parliament. I want to revisit a few of the 
discussion points from that time, but I will start by saying that our 
government believes strongly that to keep our streets and 
communities safe, we need to give the police the tools they need 
to do their jobs. I think we can all agree on that. 


We need to continue to invest in smart crime prevention measures 
and ensure that dangerous criminals are taken out of circulation so 
that they can no longer victimize innocent Canadians. I might add as 
a substantive point, there is a need to deal with gun-related crimes. 
This is action this government has taken in the past. 


As all members of the House know, our party's position and 
commitment dates back to 1995 when the previous Liberal 
government inflicted this lack-lustre attempt to deal with gun related 
crimes. What we wound up with was legislation that put gun control 
on law-abiding hunters, first nations, Inuit, farmers and sport 
shooters across the country. For these reasons the Conservative 
Party, now the government, has long opposed the wasteful and 
ineffective long gun registry. 


By eliminating the wasteful and ineffective long gun registry, we 
instead can focus our efforts on more effective measures to tackle 
crime and protect families and communities. 


I want to re-emphasize for the purposes of this debate what this 
bill would do. It would repeal the requirement to register non- 
restricted firearms, long guns; provide for the destruction of all 
records pertaining to the registration of long guns in the Canadian 
firearms registry and under the control of the chief firearms officer; 
and maintain control over restricted and prohibited firearms. 


I also want to re-emphasize the fact that the ending the long gun 
registry bill would not in any way derogate from important 
legislation and policy that will continue to meet the important 
public policy safeguards around legal long gun possession and 
acquisitions. Specifically, firearm owners, or those who wish to 
acquire a firearm or ammunition, would continue to be required to 
undergo a police background check, pass a rigorous firearms safety 
course, and comply with all firearms safe storage and transportation 
requirements. Furthermore, firearms owners would also still require 
a valid a firearms licence to purchase and possess long guns and to 
register restricted and prohibited firearms, such as hand guns. 


Obviously, these are important measures that we have actually 
fortified, not to mention of course making sure that the screening 
process has even more rigour to it to ensure that responsible long 
gun owners have their affairs in order to possess these types of long 
guns. ; 


We are investing in a number of effective measures in this regard 
and in the broader public safety initiative. We are fighting organized 
crime, which is where many gun-related crimes occur, almost always 
with illegal weapons and prohibited firearms. We are introducing 
mandatory minimum penalties for serious gun crimes. We are 
combatting gun smuggling. Those are measures that we have taken 
and ones which we will continue to take. 
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I want to take a moment to summarize some of what has been 
presented to the House by my colleagues. There are two particular 
points. 


First and most important, in the recent election Canadians from 
coast to coast to coast gave our government a strong mandate to end 
the wasteful and ineffective long gun registry once and for all, and 
that is exactly what the bill would do. 


I would say by way of extension, the great Kenora riding has a 
rich tradition in hunting. Our first nations communities, many of 
which are isolated, depend on the safe possession and acquisition of 
long guns and ammunition for their traditions and way of life. They 
gave me a strong mandate to carry this message forward to our 
government. 


@ (1535) 


Second, in contrary to what some special interest groups tell us, 
the bill does not weaken gun controls. I have alluded already to the 
fact that real gun control in this country is done through an effective 
licensing program, good legislation and public policy around 
prohibited and illegal weapons and the crimes that are committed 
with them. Licensing is what affects people, and it is how people 
who should not own firearms are identified. Bill C-19 simply does 
not change or address licensing at all. To say otherwise would be a 
misstatement of fact. 


Third, the destruction of records is a necessary part of fulfilling 
our commitment to Canadians. I find this new hedging argument 
quite interesting. If the registration list still occurs, then it is in fact, 
by simple logic, still a registry. More importantly, in my respectful 
view, this is private information that was given by law-abiding 
citizens under federal legislation at the time. I do not believe that it is 
available for the opposition parties to raise what has become a new 
dimension to their debate. Perhaps it is out of exasperation that some 
of their members and others of the third party have lost seats in the 
House over this issue. Perhaps that is why they would create 
something out of what I believe is not just insignificant, but a 
misstatement of facts. 


I want to remind members of the fundamentals of the long gun 
registry. It is a process by which law-abiding long gun owners are 
compelled by force of law to disclose personal information to the 
state. Those data are then stored and used as part of a gun control 
system. If we accept that this is neither an effective gun control 
system nor an appropriate use of billions of dollars of taxpayers' 
money, then by default we logically must agree that these data must 
be destroyed. It is also widely accepted that the data are incomplete 
and out of date and will become increasingly so over time. 


As well, in an effort to grasp at any argument they can get their 
hands on, the NDP suggests that the destruction of these records 
would cost “untold millions”, in the words of the member for Skeena 
—Bulkley Valley. This concerns me. The destruction of records 
contained in the long gun registry will not result in additional costs 
to Canadian taxpayers. 


I will use my last couple of minutes to reflect fondly on the rich 
traditions of many northwestern Ontarians including, perhaps 
critically, our first nations communities. 
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I appreciate the countless number of chiefs, particularly those in 
isolated and remote first nations, who have laid out the problems that 
the gun registry has posed for them in their communities, not just in 
terms of possession and acquisition but also in the challenges with 
respect to ammunition. They have spoken loud and clear. 


I am here as part of a bigger northwestern Ontario picture on this 
particular piece of legislation. With great honour and respect, as a 
long gun owner myself, I would impress upon the House that we 
must consider the rich traditions of many rural and northern 
Canadians, particularly those in isolated and remote communities. 
For example, I have had an opportunity to spend some time in the 
western Arctic, where I have engaged in hunting and the like. 


Coming from northwestern Ontario, I realize that the opposition, 
particularly the NDP, are firmly divided on this issue. We have seen 
colleagues across the floor who are from my region vote in support 
of abolishing the registry, and I encourage those members to 
maintain their position. We know how northwestern Ontarians feel. 


I agree with the intellectual point that there may be a desire for us 
to move on from this debate. Northwestern Ontarians want to 
participate in other regional issues and issues of national interest. 
However, I do not accept what is being proffered by members of the 
opposite party, particularly the member for Skeena—Bulkley Valley, 
who says that the passion has been lost. 


© (1540) 


To the contrary, we have never felt stronger about this. We want to 
move on, and I am asking members to support this important piece 
of legislation. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Dany Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, NDP): Over the past 
few months, I have met with representatives of women's organiza- 
tions in my riding. I am referring here to the Centre féminin du 
Saguenay, which has been taking care of abused women and their 
children since 1976, and Maison Isa, which is an organization that 
helps victims of sexual abuse. I met with these representatives at 
their request and I was happy to do so. These people told me just 
how important the firearms registry is and how useful it has been to 
them in their work with abused women. They spoke about the many 
instances in which a woman was afraid of her husband, who owned a 
firearm, and just how useful the registry could be in such situations. 


What does the government have to say to these women who fear 
for their lives and the lives of their children? 
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Mr. Greg Rickford: Mr. Speaker, I can appreciate that this 
member may have consulted with his constituents if he can 
appreciate that I spent a great deal of my life living in isolated and 
remote first nations communities. I have a rich professional 
background in dealing with a variety of domestic and sexual 
assaults, most unfortunately. Not one of them revolved around a gun- 
related incident. However, I can tell the member that this is exactly 
what the licensing process is intended to deal with. 


The licensing process, which would not be affected by this 
legislation, deals specifically with stringent guidelines to prevent 
those kinds of people with those kinds of tendencies in those kinds 
of circumstances from lawfully possessing or acquiring long guns. 
That is an important intellectual point, and in the context of domestic 
abuse and sexual assaults, it is a more than important practical point 
in this debate. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
wonder if the member can provide a comment in relation to 
individual provinces. In particular, the Province of Quebec has 
indicated that it wants to reinstate a long gun registry in the province 
of Quebec. I understand other provinces might give it consideration. 
Some provinces have said “no” to it; I believe Manitoba has said 
“absolutely not” to the long gun registry. However, we notice that 
there are differences of opinion. 


Could the member provide a comment on whether this legislature 
should support the Province of Quebec in its desire to have the long 
gun registry and on whether we can show that support by allowing 
them access to the data? The privacy issue that the member refers to, 
in the opinion of many, is just more of an excuse. Can we put that 
excuse to the side and provide— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. 


The hon. parliamentary secretary. 


Mr. Greg Rickford: Mr. Speaker, I am never clear whether this is 
about a word count for the member or whether he is shifting his 
representation to the Province of Quebec. 


I will answer in unequivocal terms. The answer is “no”. 


That is private information that was given to legislation. It was 
given in the context of that piece of legislation. That is all it is for. It 
is the position of this government, and one that I strongly support 
and have encouraged my colleagues to support, that this information 
not be disseminated. 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I wanted to compliment the member on an excellent speech. 
I know there are many people in northern Ontario who are deeply 
concerned about this issue. 


I know, for example, that when the gun registry was first 
established, the leader of the NDP voted against doing so. Audrey 
McLaughlin, the MP for Yukon, like many other northerners, was 
very concerned about it. In my riding of Ottawa West—Nepean there 
are a substantial number of people who are concerned about this 
issue. 


When we promised to scrap the gun registry, we did not promise 
to just forward it so that someone else could re-establish it. As a 
word, “scrap” has a very clear sense. I wonder if the member 
opposite could comment on that. 


Mr. Greg Rickford: Mr. Speaker, I do not always like to debate 
this issue as a division between urban versus rural and remote, but I 
can appreciate the issues and I think we have debated them at length. 
However, importantly, I share the member's concern over the 
inconsistencies, particularly in the official opposition's position on 
this issue. We know now, as members have said quite recently in 
press releases and statements outside this place, that there is division. 
We have seen a clear message from some of our NDP colleagues in 
northwestern Ontario, who I appreciate have stood with us to abolish 
and scrap the long gun registry; let us see if they maintain that 
position and do not create new hedging arguments to keep it. 


That is not something Canadians accept. It certainly is not 
something— 


@ (1550) 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. 


The hon. member for Western Arctic. 


Mr. Dennis Bevington (Western Arctic, NDP): Mr. Speaker, last 
year I voted in favour of a private member's bill put forward by the 
member for Portage—Lisgar that would have done away with the 
long gun registry. That bill was a blunt instrument; however, it 
restricted itself to eliminating the need to register long guns. Now in 
front of Parliament we have the government's Bill C-19, which is not 
only a blunt instrument but a wrong-headed and meanspirited 
instrument, a bill that would drive a greater wedge between rural and 
urban Canadians. 


The Conservatives are supposed to be the Government of Canada, 
a truly national government that is supposed to govern for all 
Canadians, not just the less than 40% who voted for it. 


I have never hidden my position on the long gun registry. My 
position has always been that the long gun registry does not belong 
in the federal Criminal Code. Provincial, territorial and aboriginal 
governments should be the ones to determine how long guns are 
registered in their various jurisdictions. In 2000 the Supreme Court 
agreed with that position and said that every government has the 
right to register firearms. Firearms registration is not something that 
goes against our laws; it fits with the property laws of the provinces, 
and it would not be within the Criminal Code if the provinces took it 
over. 


Bill C-19 goes against my position because the data would be 
destroyed without those other governments first being asked if they 
wished to use the data as the basis for their own registries. 


The government has foisted upon Parliament a bill that is a slap in 
the face to Canadians in those parts of the country that favour a long 
gun registry, like Quebec. Before the federal registry, Quebec even 
had a plan to put in its own provincial registry. 


The Conservatives claim they have to destroy the data because of 
privacy concerns that would make it impossible to transfer the data. I 
asked the Privacy Commissioner about this aspect. Here is her 
response: 
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Generally, s. 8(2)(f) of the Act permits the disclosure of personal information 
“under an agreement or arrangement between the Government of Canada or an 
institution thereof and the government of a province ... for the purpose of 
administering or enforcing any law or carrying out a lawful investigation.” Therefore, 
in appropriate circumstances, an information sharing agreement or arrangement put 
in place for the purpose of administering or enforcing any law (including provincial 
law) could assist to ensure any transfer of personal information was in conformity 
with the Privacy Act. 


For those on the other side, this means that as long as there is an 
agreement allowing the transfer of the information, there are no 
Privacy Act concerns. 


This ill-considered bill would cause farmers, hunters and trappers 
nothing but headaches and cost all Canadians more money in the 
end. 


One of the advantages of a registry is that it provides an accurate 
means to show lawful transfer of firearms, but confusion will be the 
order of the day after the passage of Bill C-19. For instance, the 
Conservatives have not taken the safe storage provisions out of the 
Criminal Code. They remain, and will likely be more rigidly 
enforced by the police in the future. 


Because of this poorly thought out bill, a number of important 
questions will have to be answered. For example, will someone who 
lends his or her gun to someone else be responsible for its proper 
storage? If a person gives a family member a gun and does not 
record that transaction in a proper fashion, will that individual still be 
liable for any unfortunate results of unsafe storage? Will the 
individual end up with a criminal record because he or she will have 
no simple, legal and effective way to mark this transaction? 


It is vital to offer something for gun owners to reduce liability in 
sale, possession, responsibility for safe storage, and transfer of 
ownership. An effective, simple and reliable non-criminal registry at 
the local government level is something the vast majority of 
Canadians can accept and should be entitled to, without having to 
pay for it all over again; however, because the Conservatives did not 
think this through, by the time Canadian firearm owners begin 
dealing with these headaches, the data will have been destroyed. 


The bill means that gun owners who live in those parts of Canada 
that want the registry will have to go through the process of re- 
registering their guns. Reburdening gun owners like that shows 
exactly how little the Conservatives have thought the bill through. 


If Bill C-19 passes as presented, provincial, territorial or 
aboriginal governments that want to establish a registry will have 
to go back to square one, at great taxpayer expense, and redo the 
whole thing. 


@ (1555) 


Gun owners in the jurisdiction will be forced to fill out more 
forms and pay more fees. Police will have to wait years to have a 
useful tool to work with. One province has already said that it wants 
to reconstitute a provincial registry, that being Quebec, and more 
may consider the options too. No one will end up with a criminal 
record by failing to comply with these provincial or territorial 
registries. 


Because of the flaws in the bill and because I support the purpose 
of getting the bill out of the Criminal Code, I intend to move 
amendments that would put in place a three-year waiting period 


Points of Order 


before the data could be destroyed. The Conservatives claim the 
NDP government, if elected in 2015, would want the data preserved 
to recreate the registry. My amendment would see that the data that 
was not picked up by the provinces would be destroyed in 2014. 


‘As an aside, it is pleasing to hear that even the Conservatives 
could recognize the potential for the next election. 


My amendments would require the government to consult with the 
provinces, territories and aboriginal governments to see if they 
wanted to recreate their own non-criminal registries. 


Finally, my amendments would require that the data for those 
jurisdictions that wanted a registry would be transferred to the 
respective governments. This amendment would save Canadians 
hassles and money. 


What we have in front of us is a government that is full of its own 
majority. It is full of the direction that it can take without responding 
to the needs of Canadians. It is a government that wants to do 
everything its own way. 


When we talk about a band of lemmings charging over hill, it 
strikes me that is what is happening with the registry right now. 


There are important and significant legal issues with the bill. They 
are issues that take time to debate and understand. We have seen the 
Conservatives put closure on the debate. 


I am sure we will see the bill go to committee. I hope at that point 
in time the Conservatives will listen to reason and will take the time 
to understand the issues that are presented with the creation of Bill 
C-19. 


The effort to remove the long gun registry from the federal 
Criminal Code is a useful thing to do. What has been layered on top 
of it is a slap in the face to co-operative federalism, to registered gun 
owners who wish to have some measure of liability protection as 
easily as possible and to a lot of Canadians. 


The government does not have to do this. It does not have to be 
didactic about this. It should understand that it is making laws that 
will affect the lives of Canadians and legitimate gun owners and 
impact the liability of many people. It can make the right choice and 
support an amendment which would allow the data to be shared with 
the rest of the country, with the other jurisdictions that have a right to 
the data, as the Supreme Court said in 2000. 


The government can do that. It does not have to turn its back on 
Canadians. It does not have to turn its back on the provinces. It does 
not have to act with its shirt full. It does not have to act puffed up and 
proud of what it is doing. It can act civilly for Canadians. 


If it wants the approbation from other political people in the 
country, then the government should act civilized, do the right thing 
and follow the amendments. 


Mr. Kevin Sorenson (Crowfoot, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to 
comment on the hon. member's last statement. He wanted to know 
why the government was not concerned about what other political 
people in our country might think. 
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We are very concerned about what our constituents believe. The 
member knows well, as does most of the members in the House, that 
for the last five elections, and over the last 11 years, it has been a 
commitment that this party has made. It is not an agenda that was not 
laid out clearly before the electorate. My constituents knew when I 
ran in the election that the long gun registry was one of the platform 
planks in my rural riding, and will stick to my promise. 


It is not about pleasing other political people such as MPs, 
senators and other politicians. It is about living up to my word to my 
constituents. 


Why has the member, who I am certain has supported getting rid 
of the long gun registry in the past, backed down from his word as 
have most of his party? 


© (1600) 


Mr. Dennis Bevington: Mr. Speaker, in 2000, I stood in 
Parliament the first time. I said at the time, and it is on the public 
record, that I thought the way to go with the long-gun registry was to 
put it in the hands of the provinces, the municipalities, those that 
could deal with it at a level that was appropriate. What I found 
offensive about the long gun registry was that it was enforced by the 
federal Criminal Code, so it made criminals out of people it should 
not have. 


I am very much in favour of decriminalization of aspects of our 
law, this being one of them. I am sure if the Conservatives consider 
many other aspects of our law that could be considered for 
decriminalization too, they would be on the right track. 


However, on this one, when you make the decision to destroy the 
data when you know perfectly well, through the Supreme Court 
decision in 2000, that the provinces have the right to take over the 
data and create their own registries, you are making— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. I 
would remind the hon. members it is a good idea to direct their 
questions and comments through the Chair. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
we all know there is a great deal of interest in what is happening 
today in the House, as stakeholders throughout the country have 
voiced their concerns and their opinions, stakeholders which include 
many different police forces, chiefs of police, women advocacy 
groups and many different non-profit organizations. They have come 
forward and said that they want the government to listen and to base 
its decisions on facts. 


To what degree does the member believe the government is 
listening to any of the thousands of Canadians who want the 
government to at least appreciate the facts of the issue? 


Mr. Dennis Bevington: Mr. Speaker, my understanding of the 
debate over the gun registry has been that there has been very little 
attention paid to the facts on all sides in this debate. I have tried to 
take a rational, reasonable approach to important legislation. I have 
followed consistently what I have said over the years, and that is 
hunting implements should be part of property law. They should be 
enforced by the provinces, territories and aboriginal governments. 
They are hunting instruments. They are part of our culture. That 
would be a more appropriate place to have them registered, like cars, 
like dogs, as has been pointed out. 


I am okay with the law coming out, but I am not okay with small- 
minded thinking that will destroy data that is useful to provinces that 
want to establish their own registries. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
in relation to the destruction of data, has the member for Western 
Arctic seen the position of the Association of Canadian Archivists, 
which is raising issues about a significant public policy change in 
relation to documents? 


Mr. Dennis Bevington: Mr. Speaker, I will take that question 
under advisement. Any time data and records are destroyed with no 
purpose other than to sort of cast it off in a way that is emotional 
rather than rational, then I am against it. 


Mr. Ray Boughen (Palliser, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
have the opportunity to speak to our Conservative government's bill 
to scrap the long gun registry. Over the course of the debate, we have 
heard from many hon. colleagues on both sides of the House. I am 
glad to add my voice and the voices of constituents to this important 
debate today on Bill C-19, ending the long-gun registry act. 


I consider Palliser, which I have the great privilege to represent, a 
very special riding. It includes Moose Jaw, parts of Regina, as well 
as 11 rural municipalities. This law targets residents of my riding 
who are law-abiding gun owners, while doing nothing to prevent 
gun crime in urban areas. 


Ending the long gun registry has been a long-standing commit- 
ment of this government. It has been part of our promise to 
Canadians that we would stand up for law-abiding families and 
deliver law and order measures that would actually work. That 
means measures that actually stop crime. That means measures that 
hold criminals accountable. That means measures that demonstrate 
real results to keep our communities safe. 


Along with a strong economy, these are the priorities of Canadian ° 
families. They told us that loud and clear when our government was 
given a strong mandate on May 2, and we intend to deliver on our 
commitment. 


Let me emphasize this point again. On this side of the House, we 
support laws and measures that actually work to stop crime and 
deliver results. We are against burdening law-abiding citizens with 
unnecessary, time-consuming paperwork that serves no purpose and 
costs taxpayers. We do not believe in treating hunters, rural residents 
or outdoor enthusiasts with unfounded suspicion. We also do not 
want to waste taxpayer money on programs that do not accomplish 
the intended objective. 
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For years the registry has been a burden on law-abiding hunters 
and rural residents. For years law-abiding long gun owners have 
been forced to comply with useless government regulations. The real 
question is, has it worked? I am afraid the answer to the question is 
no. The original intention in creating the long gun registry was to 
prevent gun crimes. However, when we look at the evidence, the 
facts are clear. The long gun registry does not prevent crime, does 
not protect front-line police officers and does not keep guns out of 
the hands of criminals. 


Registered long guns account for less than 2% of homicides 
committed with a firearm and less than one-third of crimes 
committed with a firearm. It is important to note that in the very 
rare case where someone intends to commit a crime using a 
registered long gun, the fact that it is registered does not stop that 
individual. The long gun registry has no preventive mechanisms. 


It is also important to be clear which firearms we are speaking 
about today. We are talking about ending the failed and ineffective 
long gun registry. We are not talking about handguns. In fact, 
handguns have accounted for two-thirds of firearm-related violence 
since 1998. The bill we are discussing has nothing to do with the 
regulation and registration of handguns. 


What about criminals who actually use firearms? Criminals do not 
register their guns and generally use handguns not long guns, so the 
long gun registry does nothing to hold criminals accountable. 
Imagine a criminal or someone with the intention of committing a 
crime standing in line and paying a fee to register a long gun. That 
scenario simply will not happen. Criminals do not bother complying 
with government regulations. 


If criminals are not held accountable, who really bears the burden 
of the long gun registry? The answer to that is law-abiding long gun 
owners bear the burden. They acquire them legally and operate them 
responsibly, but they are the people who are saddled with the 
paperwork and registration fees. The long gun registry also does 
nothing to ensure firearm safety use. The long gun registry does 
nothing to encourage the responsible use of firearms. This is a 
useless burden that does nothing to prevent gun crime or encourage 
the responsible use of firearms. 
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This is a burden that signals to Canadians that they are regarded 
with suspicion and regarded as potential criminals just because they 
happen to own a legal object, a common item that is part of the 
lifestyle for many Canadians and common to many communities all 
across Canada. 


I also want to briefly mention the cost. The long gun registry was 
supposed to cost $2 million.The cost is now up to over $2 billion and 
we see that the registry does not deter or prevent gun crime. Hard- 
working Canadians also bear the burden of this pointless registry. We 
need to scrap the registry and stop wasting money. We need to stop 
stigmatizing farmers, outdoor enthusiasts and rural residents and we 
need to stop targeting the wrong people. We need to target the real 
criminals instead. 


In fact, our Conservative government has been taking measures to 
target the real criminals already. We have already passed some 
important legislation on gun crime in previous Parliaments. We 
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enacted mandatory jail time for drive-by shooting and tougher 
sentences and bail conditions for serious gun crimes. These are 
important steps that target real criminals. We have cracked down on 
reckless street racing. Street racing is a crime and it should be 
recognized that way. 


Again, we are creating measures that hold criminals accountable 
and leave law-abiding Canadians to live their lives in safety and 
security. We are proud of our actions. Our government is taking 
action to keep families safe with our recently introduced safe streets 
and communities act. This act includes preventing serious criminals 
from serving their sentences in their living room. We are taking steps 
to ensure that criminals face real consequences for their wrongdoing. 


The safe streets and communities act includes tougher penalties 
for those who would sell drugs to our kids and it would prevent 
serious criminals and those convicted of sexual assault from ever 
being able to receive a pardon. In Canada, serious crimes deserve a 
long-lasting consequence. 


We need to move away from past mistakes by scrapping this 
registry that puts the burden on the wrong people. I suggest that we 
move forward to deliver results for Canadians. We need move 
forward and build on progressive legislation that we have made in 
keeping our communities safe over the past two years. We need to 
target criminals and help stop real crime. 


On behalf of the residents of my riding, I strongly support Bill 
C-19 that would put an end to the long gun registry. 


@ (1610) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Pierre Jacob (Brome—Missisquoi, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Conservatives are arguing that they are opposed to the data transfer 
because it constitutes a violation of privacy. The Privacy Commis- 
sioner, Jennifer Stoddart, has found that this does not violate privacy 
in any way. In fact, she maintains that the data can be shared between 
the government and the provinces to help the provinces enforce their 
laws. There is no need to impose costs. All that is required is an 
agreement between the federal government and the provinces that 
wish to participate, like Quebec. 


When will the current government take action to sign agreements 
with Quebec and the provinces that wish to participate? 


[English] 


Mr. Ray Boughen: Mr. Speaker, our government has been very 
straightforward and crystal clear. We want to scrap the registry, 
which means scrapping all of the bells and whistles that hang onto it, 
all the paper trails, all of those things. The information is submitted 
by people in a private information gathering way. We do not feel that 
we can pass that on to anyone. If the provinces want their own gun 
registry, then so be it, but we are scrapping ours. 
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to follow up on that question. Common sense would 
dictate that to completely scrap, hit the delete button and destroy the 
information and not provide any of it to the province of Quebec, 
which is looking at it, will cost the Quebec taxpayers millions and 
millions of dollars. Those millions of dollars could be so much better 
spent on issues such as community policing, health care, nurses, 
doctors and so many other things. 


Does the member not see the benefit of allowing Quebec to retain 
a long gun registry, because that is what the Government of Quebec 
would like to do? Why destroy the information? 


Mr. Ray Boughen: Mr. Speaker, part of the answer to that 
question is the reliability of the data. It has not been updated and it 
would be unreliable data. In talking with police chiefs, they suggest 
to their men, when they go to domestic disputes, that they go as if 
there are guns in the homes they are investigating because the 
registry is simply not up to date. 


The other point that needs to be raised is the fact that, when I fill 
out a form for one level of government, I do not automatically say 
that all levels of government should have access to the information 
on that form. That is what we are saying here. I do not believe there 
is any legalese to support that position. 
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Mr. Bev Shipley (Lambton—Kent—Middlesex, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, there is a misunderstanding for which I need some 
clarification. The registry is actually the data and if we do not get rid 
of the data then I suspect we do not get rid of the registry. I do not 
think it is too deep a thought, particularly when the Auditor General 
said that the information was not reliable. It is information that 
should be accurate. 


I am wondering if the member has a comment to that question. 


Mr. Ray Boughen: Mr. Speaker, as I said earlier, in talking with a 
number of police chiefs across Canada, they have said, off the 
record, that the registry is not usable for their men because it has not 
been kept up to date. Therefore, it is a piece of equipment that has no 
use. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I was taken aback to find that, when I made a point earlier in this 
debate regarding archivists, hon. members on the opposite side 
found it amusing. 


I want to pursue that with the hon. member for Palliser. It is 
actually current federal law that materials produced through the 
legislative process remain in our archives. Privacy is protected. This 
is the normal course of affairs. It is really disturbing to people in the 
field of archivists and historians to see data destroyed. 


Names would not be used but the historical data is valuable. Does 

the government realize it is changing public policy in a fundamental 
way? 
. Mr. Ray Boughen: Mr. Speaker, again I would share with the 
member that the data is suspect in terms of accuracy. The data has 
not been kept up to date. It is data that belongs to the federal 
government, not to the provincial governments. If the federal 
government chooses not to share that data, then it is certainly within 
its rights. 


Mr. Nathan Cullen (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the gun registry debate has gone on for a number of years, 
since before its creation, to its creation, to its eventual slow demise 
and death under the government, to this most radical posture that the 
current government has taken. I find we are now at a point where the 
government's ideology has fully taken over any sense of balance or 
common sense. 


I say ideology because when a government says that its mandate, 
which it believes it has, to do something, in this case destroy records 
that were paid for by Canadians, was implied in the last election. The 
Conservatives did not talk about it. They did not ask any Canadians 
about it. However, it is implied. That is the most dangerous set of 
principles for a government to run on because, if it believes things 
are implied, it can read into any decision that voters may or may not 
have made to arrive at a conclusion that is convenient to the 
government of the day. 


The Conservatives do have a mandate to end the long gun registry. 
In the unfortunate and broken electoral system that we have, a party 
can win with less than 40% of the vote but end up with virtually 
100% of the power. That is something that we in the NDP seek to 
correct so that voters can see their votes actually reflected in the 
government that sits in this place. If there has ever been an example 
of a government abusing its power and its very thin marginal 
endorsement from voters, it is the present government on this issue. 


The Conservatives hold up the privacy of the people we seek to 
represent and yet I have a letter here that the government is now 
aware of from no other person than the Privacy Commissioner of 
Canada who says that the act permits the disclosure of personal 
information under an agreement or arrangement between the 
Government of Canada or an institution thereof and the government 
of a province for the purpose of administering or enforcing any law 
or carrying out any lawful investigation. 


There are no privacy concerns. One would suspect that the 
Privacy Commissioner of Canada would be the authority on any 
concerns with respect to privacy, otherwise, why set up the office? 
Why pay the salaries and have the staff if we are not going to listen 
to the advice of an officer of Parliament? 


It seems, unfortunately, and too typical of the government to take 
an issue and then run to the extreme by suggesting that a $2 billion 
bonfire on Parliament Hill of all the records that have been assorted 
and assembled would somehow make that $2 billion come back. 


I have an interesting moment for my Conservative colleagues who 
raised the issue of cost. It has been a fair criticism of the long gun 
registry because it was promised at a much lower cost than it 
eventually realized. Whether it was between $1 billion or $2 billion, 
it cost too much. That is a fair and honest concern. 
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However, we asked the government how much it would cost to 
delete all the records, because it is not a simple matter of hitting a 
button to delete seven million records. Each one needs to be done 
individually. The RCMP says that it is not sure of the exact number 
but that it would be many millions. When we asked the government 
if it had an estimate on the cost of destroying all of these records, it 
said “no, never mind, it is worth it“. Does that sound familiar to the 
ones who set up the registry in the first place, “no, never mind, it is 
worth it?” 


The Conservatives have now flipped to the other side and, because 
of their ideology, they cannot find their way to have a simple and 
honest conversation with Canadians who paid for this data in the first 
place. The Conservatives cannot tell Canadians that they are going to 
burn this data and spend many millions more destroying it. 


For heaven's sake, the government claims to respect the authority 
of the provinces and we have a province is clearly asking for the 
data. 
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[Translation] 


Quebec has publicly asked for the data from the registry. 
Quebeckers paid for it. Why is this government telling Quebeckers 
that they need to pay again to get this information, to have a gun 
registry? It is ridiculous and stupid. This government will now say 
anything to the people of Quebec. It is saying that it is the 
Conservative government. It used to say that the opinion of 
Quebeckers was important. What an insult. It is ridiculous and it 
makes no sense. 


[English] 


We also see that the government, in its own legislation that it 
crafted up around Bill C-19, has to take an entire section to subvert 
and overcome Canadian law that says we cannot destroy records. It 
seems like a good law, does it not, that a government, whatever its 
ideological stripe, whatever its persuasion, whatever mandate it 
perceives, should not be capable of destroying records that were 
collected from the Canadian public. Does that sound familiar at all? 


I wonder if next the Conservatives will destroy any of the votes 
that the farmers across the Prairies took in respect to the Wheat 
Board because they did not like the results of those votes. Let us 
destroy those records too because it is not in line with the ideology 
and the so-called mandate of the government. 


It is anti-democratic. It is against the institution of what this place 
represents that from time to time we collect records from Canadians, 
criminal records, health records, in this case gun registry records. It 
is not for the government of the day to write laws that subvert other 
laws that exist for good reason. 


What is the precedent being set by the government? That if the 
Conservatives find something inconvenient, they will simply write 
into legislation, “Never mind all those things we said about keeping 
records, that should be borne into our laws and Constitution of this 
country. We will simply override them because it fits our world 
view”. 


The government spends so much of its time claiming that it 
defends the brave men and women of our law enforcement 
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departments across the country. Then a law enforcement official 
comes forward and says, and my good colleague from Ontario will 
know this, “We would like access to the data”. 


We have the letter from the Canadian Association of Chiefs of 
Police saying, “It is fine that you are shutting down this registry, but 
please allow us access to the data”. Suddenly the government is not 
so interested in respecting or listening to the police of this country. 
Suddenly the government says, “Never mind the expertise or the 
officials, the folks who run our police department. They do not 
know”. All the Conservatives have to say is, “I have spoken to police 
officers who, off the record, say the gun registry is not important to 
them”. 


However, through their own democratic institutions, the people 
they put forward to head up their police associations, those people 
are on the record as saying, “Please allow us access to the data to do 
our jobs”. 


It comes to a point where ideology clashes with common sense, 
and we are at this point with the government. We seek from the 
government a moment of common sense because there are those like 
myself, my friend from Western Arctic and others who have for 
years campaigned and voted on ending the long gun registry because 
that represented the position of the constituents I represent in 
northwestern British Columbia. That was their clear and express 
purpose, and I think we should always maintain that bind, but the 
Conservatives have inserted into the bill, unlike the last provisions 
the last time the House voted, a poison pill into the legislation, 
making it a poisoned bill, and they know exactly what they have 
done. 


The Conservatives are giving the shout out to the most 
ideological, the most radical elements of this conversation for no 
good reason because the law-abiding hunters and farmers of this 
country who use guns to either feed their families or protect their 
homes, those of which I represent in northern B.C., those people do 
not care if Quebec wants to set up its own registry, if Montreal wants 
to enforce a different set of regulations around gun ownership, or if 
Toronto wants to enforce a more serious provision through the 
provinces, why, for heaven's sake, would the government care? 


When I talk to people in northern British Columbia, rural Canada, 
they say that they have had their disputes with the registry, but if 
folks in Winnipeg want to have a different set of rules and guidelines 
directed to them by their province, so be it. Why would the 
government intervene? For a government that claims to respect the 
authority and jurisdiction of provinces, of which the cities are a 
product, why step in between? 
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The Conservatives have poisoned the well. They have made this 
an unsupportable piece of legislation, and there must be Con- 
servatives across the way who campaigned on this, and as well as 
their right and intention, that understand that the precedent being 
created here is a dangerous one. It is a damaging one to the fabric of 
what this country stands for, which is simple and basic representa- 
tion, that the burning of records is done by a government that holds 
on to an ideology of the most severe nature. 


We should look through the history books. What governments 
burned records? What regimes burned records? There are not many. 
This government is about to become one of them. Do the 
Conservatives not have any pause? 


That is right, my friend says. He would like to associate himself 
with other governments which, through the course of history, have 
burned public records. Now he scoffs. He cannot figure himself out. 
We are either for the burning of public records or we are not, and 
what we have arrived at here is a government that has lost its way. 
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The practice of wedge politics, of dividing one group of 
Canadians from another, rural versus urban, the west versus the 
east, Quebec and all the rest, has to stop. It is destructive and 
harmful. It does not serve any greater purpose other than some 
narrow, ideological partisan interest and it has to stop. 


Change the bill, correct it, end the ideological attack and make 
some sense to all Canadians. 


Mr. Tyrone Benskin (Jeanne-Le Ber, NDP): Mr. Speaker, that 
was a very enlightening statement. It is a shame that the people 
across the aisle feel all they can do is scoff and sneer at democratic 
discussion and debate. 


I would like my hon. colleague to elaborate a little more on the 
fact that the riding I represent is in favour of the gun registry. It is in 
favour of the gun registry because it has endured more than its fair 
share of loss due to people who were not criminals but still had 
access to long guns. Many Montrealers lost people, including two 
young people I used to work with at a youth organization during the 
Ecole Polytechnique incident. 


I wonder if my colleague could expand on that a bit more. 


Mr. Nathan Cullen: Mr. Speaker, there are personal stories 
around this issue on both sides, I would suggest. That is why this 
debate becomes so emotional very often. 


I say to my Conservative colleagues that if the province of Quebec 
or a particular city wishes to establish a different set of conditions for 
the citizens they represent, why, for heaven's sake, would the 
government stand in the way? It is the same taxpayer. It has already 
been paid for once. The Conservatives are often happy to say that it 
is one taxpayer. Yes, I agree, this has been paid for. Why are they 
asking Quebec to pay for it again? 


The second piece in this is important, which is the notion around 
liability. The gun owners whom I have been speaking with over the 
last number of months have said if there is no registration 
whatsoever, even at point of sale, and if the gun is then stolen or 
bequeathed, there is no record of its transfer and the gun is later used 
in the commission of a crime, how does the original owner prove it? 


How does the original owner verify that he or she had nothing to do : 
with that crime? This is an increasingly important issue for the same 
law-abiding gun owners we have talked about. 
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Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I listened intently to the hon. member's speech, specifically 
when he talked about the value as opposed to the cost. I would 
remind the hon. member that costs and values are not always 
aligned. A $2 billion cost does not mean it was worth that. 


I picked up on one comment. The hon. member said that some 
police officers have spoken off the record. Let me quote from a letter 
sent by a constituent of mine who encouraged me to read this. It 
states: 


I am a serving Policeman and have been for over 23 years. I am a front line cop 
whose career has been dedicated to hunting and capturing society's worst. For the 
past 12 years, I have worked exclusively on a big city (SWAT) Team and have 
arrested countless rapists, armed robbers, armed drug dealers, violent gang members, 
and murderers...1 know very little about running a Police department, writing traffic 
tickets, lifting fingerprints, or investigating shop-lifters...1 do know about hunting 
armed violent desperate men—and I do it very well. The long gun registry does 
ZERO to help me do my job. 99% of front line cops that I know feel the same way. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order. There may be 
questions from other hon. members and we have to get to them. 


The hon. member for Skeena—Bulkley Valley. 


Mr. Nathan Cullen: Mr. Speaker, what we have on the record is 
from the Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police. That seems to be 


Hon. Ted Menzies: That's exactly what— 


Mr. Nathan Cullen: My friend can choose another moment to 
enter this debate, if he would like. 


The Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police represents its 
members, as my friend represents the people in his riding in the 
House of Commons. I suspect that 100% of his constituents do not 
agree with everything he has uttered. So too is it in every situation 
and association. Of course, there are going to be dissenting views. 
No one suggested otherwise. 


When we ask the government what it will cost to delete the 
records, it says it does not know and does not care. As the Minister 
of Finance's assistant, one would think he would be concerned as 
someone who manages the country's books. There is a big question 
mark over what it will cost to eliminate it. 


Again, it is all one taxpayer. If the people of Quebec have already 
paid for this and they want the data, it is their data, and they should 
have it. The Privacy Commissioner says it is okay. The finance 
minister should say the same thing and get off his ideological horse 
and listen to some reason. It is a good piece of logic to follow. 


[Translation] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Before resuming 
debate, it is my duty, pursuant to Standing Order 38, to inform the 
House that the questions to be raised tonight at the time of 
adjournment are as follows: the hon. member for Etobicoke North, 
The Environment; the hon. member for Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis 
—DMatane—Matapédia, Flooding in Montérégie. 
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Mr. John Williamson (New Brunswick Southwest, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am extremely pleased today to speak in favour of law- 
abiding gun owners. 


I am also pleased to speak on behalf of the many Canadian 
taxpayers who are asking the government for nothing more than to 
spend tax dollars wisely. I am pleased to support the bill and I know 
voters back home are watching to ensure I do. 


For many years now Canadians who use rifles and shotguns for 
legitimate reasons have protested against the long-gun registry and 
increasingly, over the last number of years, taxpayers have joined 
their protest. 


[Translation] 


Last May, our government again promised to get rid of the long 
gun registry once and for all. In the throne speech, we repeated this 
promise. Now, with this bill, I am proud to say that we are fulfilling 
that promise. 


[English] 


First, let us look at the bill in the context of our crime reduction 
strategy. 


The proposed legislation would build on a series of initiatives to 
make our streets safer that have extended over the last five years. 
During this time, our government created mandatory minimum 
prison sentences for serious gun crimes. We have created a new 
broad-based offence to target drive-by and other intentional 
shootings. We have also given the provinces and territories more 
money to enforce the law. 


The bill is part of our larger agenda to make our communities and 
neighbourhoods safer. It is also part of an agenda to spend tax dollars 
in a way that would respect the priorities of Canadians. 


The legislation would end the discrimination against rural 
Canadians for their use of shotguns and rifles. In doing so, it would 
eliminate the element of the current gun control system that is both 
wasteful and ineffective. It would also close a sorry chapter in the 
decade-long abuse dished out to taxpayers. 


Moreover, it would retain the best parts of existing legislation 
which would allow us to focus our attention against real threats to 
public safety. 
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[Translation] 


I would like to present some evidence in support of these 
arguments. However, I would first like to quickly explain why the 
bill before us is so necessary and is long overdue. 


[English] 


There is no evidence that the long gun registry keeps front line 
police officers safer, nor is there evidence to highlight just how the 
registration has prevented crime or reduced crime in this country. 


This is not about having a system that is better than nothing. The 
registry has been a failure. It has failed law-abiding Canadians, it has 
failed the public and, importantly, it has failed Canadian taxpayers. 
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Let me explain. The current law targets duck hunters and farmers 
by making criminals of law-abiding citizens. Moreover, there is no 
evidence that it has prevented a crime before the fact. Police chiefs 
who support the registry have in fact been asked about this, yet have 
been unable to come up with examples where the registry was used 
to foil a crime. 


For all this, the price has been an astounding $2 billion. Yet, 
earlier today, the member for Winnipeg North disputed this figure, 
saying it was not grounded in reality. This is an outrageous 
statement. 


Let us go over the history very quickly. When the registry was set 
up, initially, the then Liberal justice minister claimed it would cost 
Canadian taxpayers $2 million. Yet the price went up and up and 
eventually hit $2 billion. In fact, the Auditor General herself 
concluded the price at over $1 billion and then gave up the audit, 
simply because the paperwork was not there for her to complete it at 
the time. I do not think there is much of a dispute out there that the 
registry has cost $2 billion. For an hon. member to suggest otherwise 
is not being truthful with Canadian taxpayers. 


Thus, in addition to being costly and ineffective, the long gun 
registry places an unfair burden on law-abiding citizens, people who 
use rifles and shotguns to protect livestock or provide food for their 
families, or who might use long guns for sports, such as wild game 
hunting and target shooting. 


[Translation] 


Ponds and woodlands in Canada's rural areas are often far from 
the scene of a crime. Forcing farmers and hunters to register their 
long guns has not protected Canadians living in urban areas. There is 
no evidence to support the long gun registry, but there is ample proof 
that the registry is ineffective. 


[English] 


Let me take a few moments to break some time-honoured myths. 


First, most violent gun crime in Canada does. not involve long 
guns. Between 1975 and 2006, for example, Statistics Canada 
showed the use of rifles or shotguns in homicides declined by a 
remarkable 86%. In 2006 alone, three times as many victims were 
killed with a handgun than with rifles or shotguns. These statistics 
are no aberration. In 2009, out of the 179 firearm homicides, almost 
60% of the crimes were committed with handguns. 
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Furthermore, where long guns are actually used in violent crimes, 
the vast majority of the firearms are unregistered. Between 2005 and 
2009, for example, police recovered 253 firearms that were used to 
commit a homicide. Of these, less than one-third, 31%, were actually 
listed with the Canadian firearms registry. Members opposite may 
say that one out of three is not bad, but again, let me highlight that 
these guns were only seized after the crimes were committed, not 
beforehand. 


What all this means is that law-abiding citizens are spending time 
and money to comply with an ineffective law. At the same time, and 
this should come as no surprise to anyone in the House, criminals 
with guns simply ignore the registry. The result is an ineffective 
system that discriminates for no good reason, except perhaps 
prejudice against legitimate long gun owners, and it does nothing to 
stem the tide of illegal firearms crossing the border. 


Again, what did the taxpaying public receive for all of this? An 
astounding bill for $2 billion. Imagine for a moment if that money 
had been spent instead on front-line policing, health care, the 
Canadian Forces, or even going after illegal guns. Members can pick 
whatever they like, but I cannot think of a program in the last 20 
years that similarly failed to deliver on its promise. 


With all this in mind, let me recap the provisions of the new bill 
and how it will address these issues. The most important component 
of Bill C-19, and the one that has been so long awaited, is the end of 
the registration for non-restricted firearms. At the same time, the bill 
will retain the gun licensing system. Licences will still be required to 
own any type of firearm. An applicant will still need to undergo a 
background check and pass a firearms safety course. In addition, 
owners of restricted and prohibited firearms will still need to register 
these weapons through the RCMP. As such, we would continue 
controlling the use of restricted and prohibited firearms, such as 
handguns, which are by far the firearms of choice in the commission 
of a homicide. 


Finally, the bill would address a very important issue that flows 
from our promises. As members can imagine, the registry has 
demanded mountains of paperwork from law-abiding citizens. This 
has long been a source of concern. Canadians are concerned about 
what will happen to these records. Will they be taken over by another 
level of government, or by a federal agency? 


Earlier I mentioned the voters in New Brunswick Southwest. 
During the campaign the Conservatives promised to end the long 
gun registry. When asked what would happen to the data, I replied it 
would be deleted. After all, the data is the registry. One cannot 
credibly claim to oppose the registry yet quietly turn around and 
keep the information. This would make our pledge meaningless. We 
will instead preserve the privacy of these Canadians and end this 
failed debacle once and for all. I am pleased to say that the bill 
requires the elimination of all records related to the registry of non- 
restricted firearms contained within the Canadian firearms registry. 


The proposed legislation is long overdue. It promises to eliminate 
a wasteful, ineffective long gun registry that penalizes law-abiding 
citizens and it will do so without weakening gun control. Instead, we 
can spend the millions we save each year on crime prevention 
programs that will truly help make our communities safer. 
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In short, the bill would replace waste and ineffectiveness with 
efficiency and value for money. For all these reasons, I urge 
members of the House to join me and countless Canadian taxpayers 
in supporting this bill. 
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Mr. Mike Sullivan (York South—Weston, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
earlier I asked one of my own colleagues a question regarding the 
rhetoric around the fact that the Conservatives do not plan on 
changing the types of firearms that will be registered. 


Unfortunately, firearms that used to be kept track of will no longer 
be kept track of, firearms such as the Ruger Mini-14, the semi- 
automatic that was used at Ecole Polytechnique. 


I understand that the government intends to end the long gun 
registry, but in doing so it will end our ability to keep track of these 
very dangerous weapons. Perhaps my friend across the way could 
tell me how many hunters in New Brunswick actually use the Ruger 
Mini-14 to go after ducks. 


Mr. John Williamson: Mr. Speaker, I must confess I have no idea 
how many hunters use that particular weapon when hunting. 


I also do not know if the hon. member missed question period 
earlier today when the Prime Minister responded to this point saying 
that this bill does not affect the system which determines which 
firearms are restricted and which are not. That system was set up by 
the previous government and it is one we continue to follow. We will 
listen to the experts on that. That component is not part of this bill. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
the member amazes me in how he joins the many who try to give the 
false impression that the firearms registry cost close to $2 billion, 
when we know that just is not true. Conservative members believe 
that if they repeat it enough times it will become true, but that is false 
information. 


The reality is, in terms of the cost and implementation and putting 
it into place, over a 10-year period, it cost less than $1 billion. I do 
not know where the member is getting his numbers. There must be a 
Conservative calculator at work. 


We could talk about the G8. Let us remember that weekend for the 
leaders which cost three-quarters of a billion dollars, the Con- 
servatives' three day party. 


What is it that the member does not quite understand? Does he 
believe that the Auditor General was misleading the House, that the 
Auditor General has no credibility? The Auditor General said that 
the cost was less than $1 billion over 10 years. Does the member not 
believe the independent Office of the Auditor General? 
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Mr. John Williamson: Mr. Speaker, that is a good point, but it is 
wrong. 
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The Auditor General gave up her study because she concluded the 
paper trail just was not there. She was not able to even— 


An hon. member: I will show you the report. 


Mr. John Williamson: I was there. I was in the room. That is why 
newspapers and media outlets across the country trumpet a $2 billion 
cost to the registry. 


An hon. member: Show us the $2 billion. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, order. The 
hon. member for New Brunswick Southwest has the floor. I do not 
know whether he has finished. If the hon. member is finished, we 
will carry on. 


Questions and comments, the hon. member for Crowfoot. 


Mr. Kevin Sorenson (Crowfoot, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to continue along that whole vein of questioning. 


I do recall that when Allan Rock began the registry, it was going 
to cost $2 million. Soon after Anne McLellan came along and, with 
great apology, said that the cost was $80 million but we would have 
a registry. A few years later, we were into the hundreds of millions. 


Certainly CBC did its research. It was the one that reported the $2 
billion cost. It understood that the Auditor General had shut down 
shop because of the lack of a paper trail, and said that the cost was 
well out of proportion. 


We know that it has cost Canadians way too much. I will give the 
member an opportunity to comment on that. 


Mr. John Williamson: Mr. Speaker, it is like the Twilight Zone 
here. The only members who seem to dispute the cost of the registry 
at $2 billion are those in the rump party across. In four years if those 
members want to explain to Canadian taxpayers that they are going 
to set up the registry again and it is only going to cost a couple of 
million dollars, good luck with that, Charlie Brown. 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the opportunity to participate in the debate. I must confess that in the 
last few weeks leading up to Halloween and after, I feel like I have 
been participating in some kind of revenge of the Reform Party 
performance. The Wheat Board is gone and the gun registry is about 
to go. It is a strange form of triumphalism. My friend from Crowfoot 
is getting his exercise in applauding. 


What Canadians are looking for is public policy that is based on 
evidence, based on the facts, based on a reasonable assessment of 
risk. They are looking for public policy that is based on the realities 
of the situation. They are looking for public policy that is based on a 
consistent sense that we have as a country, that what we can do to 
reduce violence and reduce the loss of life is worth doing as long as 
it is not too intrusive, not unreasonable, and is reasonably fair and 
equitable. 


I am not here to defend all of the expenditures in the registry. I 
think the costs are way less than the numbers that have been thrown 
around by the government over a 10 year period. No doubt some of 
that money could have been spent differently and perhaps more 
wisely, but that really is not the issue. Those are now sunk costs. We 
are not going to get the money back. No effort by the Reform Party 
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on the other side is going to get it back. All the enthusiasm they have 
for the rights of gun owners is not going to change the situation. 


We register our cars. In many cities we register our bicycles. We 
register our cats and our dogs. We register a great many things. If the 
government had its way, we would be registering our canoes, if 
anyone can believe it. There are lots of things that we register. 


Why is the one thing that the Conservatives have now developed 
this intense ideological objection to is the notion that we would ask 
people to simply register their guns, when we know that guns, in 
addition to killing ducks, moose and other animals, also kill people? 
We also know that long guns, in the case of rural suicides for 
example, are used in suicide, and long guns are used in cases of 
domestic violence. 


We know that last year when responding to calls involving 
domestic violence, 7,000 registered certificates were pulled after 
police officers attended on the scene involving domestic violence. 
When members opposite say that it has never stopped a crime, never 
reduced a crime, that it is expensive and ineffective, blah, blah, blah, 
the mantra the Conservatives use to describe it, the fact is it probably 
has saved some lives. The evidence would suggest that and certainly 
the evidence of those who are speaking in favour of it would suggest 
it as well. 


@ (1650) 


[Translation] 


We must consider Canadians' views based on the realities of the 
situation. Here is what Denis Côté, the president of the Fédération 
des policiers et policières municipaux du Québec, had to say: 

Rifles and shotguns make up a substantial proportion of the guns recovered in 


crime in this country. They are the guns most often used to kill police officers, in 
domestic violence situations and in suicides, particularly those involving youths. 


Mr. Côté was clear: police officers need this registry. 
[English] 


I am a practical guy, so when I talk to the chief of police in the city 
of Toronto, Vaughan or Markham, the first questions I always ask 
are: What about all the fuss on the gun registry? Is it useful? Do they 
need it? They have said, “Yes, we do. It does not save the world. It 
will not make all the difference. We cannot rely on it entirely. It is an 
imperfect vehicle but we need it, we use it and we do not want to 
lose it”. 


When I was premier, there was a terrible murder in Ontario of a 
young woman. Her mother, Priscilla de Villiers, became very active 
as an activist dealing with guns. She said: 


The costs of maintaining the registry are modest—less than $4 million a year— 
while the risks of eliminating the registry are enormous. 


She asked a painful question, and I think members of the House 
need to listen to it: 


Would a gun registry have saved my daughter or so many countless others across 
this country? We don't know. 


She goes on to say: 


No law can prevent all tragedies. But a gun control law which includes 
registration and is rigorously implemented makes it harder—not easier—for 
dangerous people to get firearms. 
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We have the head of the police association in Quebec, the chiefs 
of police across the country, someone like Priscilla de Villiers and 
the emergency doctors saying the same thing. 


Mr. Drummond, from the Canadian Association of Emergency 
Physicians, an assistant coroner in Perth, Ontario, just down the 
highway, said: 

So we will now all be unwilling participants in a social experiment that will 


undoubtedly place Canadian lives at risk. Our question to our government is that 
relative to the perceived inconvenience.... 


And that is really what members on the opposite are talking about. 
It is inconvenient. 


He goes on to say: 


what will be the true cost, in direct human suffering, of their ideologically 
driven and scientifically bankrupt legislation. Canada's emergency physicians 
remain steadfastly supportive of the principles of the Firearms Act and the gun 
registry. 


How many times have I heard the Minister of Public Safety say 
that he is speaking for victims? The ombudsman for victims, Sue 
O'Sullivan, stated categorically that she was in favour of the registry 
and thought it would save lives. 


Just three weeks ago, we had a very moving debate in this House 
on suicide. If there is a gun around, registered or not, that gun could 
be used to take one's life. Kids can get access to it. The thing about 
the registry is that it is supposed to hold gun owners accountable for 
the use of the gun. To me, this is not an ideological question. It is a 
purely factual one. We spent the money and it is $4 million a year. 


Are we likely to see some lives lost as a result of greater access to 
firearms as a result of this repeal? I think anyone looking at it would 
say probably yes, and that is enough for me. 


What really gets me about the government is that it is not enough 
for it to say that, as a government, it will not use the registry. It is not 
enough to say that, as a government, it does not think the registry is 
right. The government not only wants to control its mandate, it wants 
to control the future. Is will conduct a bonfire so that no one else will 
ever be able to do such a registry? That is what the minister said, 
“We want to stop any other government ever”. 


Is that based on evidence? What if we find that it is useful? What 
if we find other means of registering? What if we find less intrusive 
and less inconvenient ways of registering? Is the government saying 
that it will be opposed to that and stop that as well? 


®@ (1655) 


[Translation] 


As my other colleague mentioned, this government is also saying 
that it will tell the Province of Quebec that it cannot do that either. 
We know that Quebec's justice minister, Mr. Fournier, clearly said 
that Quebec wanted to do so and that it wanted the means to do so. 


[English] 


I ask the government opposite to please abandon its ideological 
ways and stop pretending it can control the world, control all things 
and control the future. It should show a little humility in this 
legislation, bring it down to size and at least reflect the fact that most 
Canadians on this legislation do not actually agree with the 
government. 


Ms. Candice Hoeppner (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have a couple of 
questions for leader of the third party. My first question has to do 
with the mandate that Canadians gave all of us in this House, some 
of us a stronger mandate than others in terms of the seats. 


When we talk about the long gun registry and the view that 
Canadians across this country, from east to west to the north part of 
Canada, have had in opposition to this long gun registry, whether 
they were Conservative, NDP or Liberal, it was overwhelmingly 
opposed. When will the Liberals look at what Canadians want. Talk 
about defending ideology. 


The other issue I would like’ the member to comment on is that the 
long gun registry does nothing to keep guns out of people's hands. 
He referred to suicide. How can the long gun registry keep any guns 
out of any individual's hands? 


Hon. Bob Rae: Mr. Speaker, I will just relate the fact that I gave 
the hon. member. Perhaps she did not hear me when I said that, in 
responding to concerns about domestic violence, what I have been 
told, and based on reliable information that I have, is that police have 
pulled at least six thousand or seven thousand certificates. Therefore, 
they are pulling guns away from people who they think are likely to 
do harm in a domestic situation. 


The member also raises a very interesting question about the 
nature of our mandate. Roughly 24% of Canadians, who were 
entitled to vote, voted for the party of the member opposite. I would 
strongly suggest that she not make the terrible mistake, which many 
governments have made over the course of history, of over-reading 
their mandate. 


The member and her party should not over-read the mandate that 
they were given by the Canadian people. That would be a terrible— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. 


The hon. member for Timmins—James Bay. 
® (1700) 


' Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I have lived with the issue of the gun registry since it was 
implemented. We saw the ham-fisted way that it was brought in, 
which caused a great deal of alienation. I have to say that in my 
office over the last seven years the issues regarding the registry have 
dropped to zero. People are upset about the licensing. People are 
upset about the various processes. The questions we had about the 
registry have pretty much vanished. 


In response to the Conservative member, I sat down with a police 
officer and told her that I needed an answer on whether she used the 
registry. She told me that, in a case of domestic violence, they need 
to know whether there are four or five guns in the house. She said 
that it was not enough to know that the person is a gun owner. She 
said that they need to know if there is a fifth gun and that, if they do 
not know where that fifth gun is, people die. That is what police 
officers in the city of Timmins told me to my face. 


I would ask my honourable colleague why he thinks that the party 
opposite continually undermines the legitimacy of the polices' point 
of view on this issue. 


November 1, 2011 


COMMONS DEBATES 


2825 


Hon. Bob Rae: Mr. Speaker, that will be a significant issue in the 
months ahead. Unfortunately, we have a government that has 
become captive to an ideology. When we actually look at it and talk 
to the police, we will get different opinions. My colleague from 
Macleod was raising an issue of a police officer in his constituency. I 
fully respect that from the Minister of State for Finance. There will 
be different opinions from police officers. 


I can only tell members the overwhelming sentiment of the police 
in the city of Toronto and in most of the cities that I know in Ontario. 
They are strongly in favour of keeping the registry because they 
believe it saves lives and that it protects them better. They also 
believe that in situations, particularly in domestic situations, it is an 
important source of protection. 


[Translation] 


Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, earlier 
today, we heard the Conservatives playing up the issue of their 
majority, even though we know that the vast majority of Canadians 
did not vote for them. What is even more appalling is that destroying 
this data will set back our culture of protecting people when it comes 
to firearms. I wonder if my hon. colleague could talk about the 
importance of keeping the data so that the other provinces, like 
Quebec, can create their own registries, unless they too are stuck 
with a Conservative government. 


Hon. Bob Rae: Mr. Speaker, in response to the question asked by 
my colleague from Bourassa, I would like to quote Ms. Stoddart, the 
Privacy Commissioner. She clearly said that nothing in the federal 
legislation prevents the federal government from sharing the data 
with provincial governments. She completely opposes the federal 
government's position. That is the reality. 


All experts, including Sue O'Sullivan, who advocates for victims 
of crime, and Ms. Stoddart, the Privacy Commissioner, are clearly 
saying that the government's arguments are completely false. 


[English] 
Mr. Kevin Sorenson (Crowfoot, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I count this 


as an opportunity to again rise in this place to speak to Bill C-19, the 
ending of the long gun registry. 


I will begin by thanking the member for Yorkton—Melville for his 
many long years of trying to get rid of the long gun registry. I also 
thank the former member of Parliament for Crowfoot, the one I 
followed, Mr. Jack Ramsay, who spent a lot of time working on Bill 
C-68 and also trying to get rid of the long gun registry. 


As someone who is not only a farmer but who represents a vibrant 
and thriving farming community, I feel that it is important to ensure 
that my constituents' views are heard during the debate. In fact, I am 
very pleased to be able to chair the committee that will receive the 
legislation, Bill C-19, study it a bit more and report it, hopefully, 
back to the House. 


I do not know how many of my hon. colleagues have had the 
pleasure of visiting Crowfoot. It is a riding that I am privileged to 
represent. My constituents work extremely hard and the folks there 
make a good, honest living, many of them off the land. My own 
family has been farming there for generations. In fact, my parents 
still live on the farm that my grandparents homesteaded over a 
century ago. 
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Farmers in Crowfoot raise all manner of crops and livestock. On 
my own farm, we raise wheat, barley, canola and, before I was 
elected, we raised cattle and had a cow-calf operation. 


However, whether it is cattle or any other livestock, or grain, I can 
tell members that they can count on one thing being virtually the 
same in my riding. Every farmer has a long gun. It is one of the tools 
that they use on their farming operation, whether it is to protect their 
stock from a coyote, shooting a skunk or shooting gophers so their 
horses do not break their legs in gopher holes when they are riding 
through the pasture, long guns are part of everyday life on the farm 
in Crowfoot. 


That is why the long gun registry has been such a thorn in people's 
sides for many years. For too long, the law-abiding farmers and 
hunters in my constituency have been made to feel like they have 
been doing something wrong simply for owning a long gun. They 
are burdened. They are burdened by the paperwork and by the cost 
of registry. They are burdened by the fact that many of them question 
whether they are abiding the very letter of the law. They are 
burdened by the very suggestion that by owning a shotgun or a rifle, 
even perhaps a .22, somehow, in the eyes of some politicians, they 
are made to feel like a criminal. 


At the same time, these same law-abiding farmers in my riding 
open the newspaper every day and are confronted with stories about 
gun crime in cities across the country. These crimes are being 
committed by thugs and gang members. After one of those criminal 
activities takes place, they listen to the Liberals or the NDP talk 
about the reason that we need the long gun registry. The farmers and 
the ranchers in my constituency sit back and say, “Listen. I've never 
broken the law in my life. Why am I being thrown into the same 
conversation with these thugs and criminals when they talk about the 
registry and long guns?”. 


There are crimes being committed with illegal handguns and 
weapons that have been stolen or smuggled in from across the border 
but the opposition says that it is all a gun issue. 


The good folks of my riding look at these stories and wonder why 
they are being penalized for crimes committed so far away by people 
so very different from them. They wonder what this place is doing to 
target those criminals, because the long gun registry will not stop 
them. 


@ (1705) 


We have yet to see any evidence that the long gun registry actually 
prevents gun crime from happening. It does not prevent guns from 
being used in a violent manner. It does not stop illegal firearms from 
getting into the hands of criminals. It does not stop the smuggling of 
them across the border in the trunk of someone's car who is involved 
in organized crime. All it does is provide a list of all law-abiding 
hunters, farmers and sports shooters. All it does is provide a list of all 
those who own firearms. It provides a list how many firearms are in a 
farmer's farmhouse. It provides a list as to the types and models of 
firearms that an individual has. 
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Like my colleagues on this side of the House, I can see there is a 
fundamental problem with the long gun registry. It targets the wrong 
people. It targets people like farmers in my riding of Crowfoot. It 
targets those who have never perpetrated a criminal offence. It 
targets the farmer who picks up that 22, puts it into his halfton and 
rides out to the pasture to shoot gophers and rodents, which the 
member for Vegreville—Wainwright has been unable to kill with 
strychnine. That is the problem. At the same time, it does nothing to 
prevent the gun crime that is happening in cities across our country. 


That is why I am adding my support to Bill C-19 today. The first 
speech I ever gave in the House was on Bill C-68 or the long gun 
registry. It has been 11 years and I still believe this as much or more 
than I did when I started. 


Bill C-19 is straightforward legislation. Through the bill, our 
government will scrap the long gun registry. The bill would remove 
the requirement for law-abiding hunters and farmers to register their 
unrestricted long guns. It would ensure that the data in the registry 
would be destroyed. I applaud our government for doing that. In 
doing so, we will be ending over a decade and a half of injustice and 
of targeting the wrong people on gun crime. 


At the same time, Bill C-19 would keep in place the regulations 
for restricted and prohibited firearms, such as handguns and semi- 
automatic rifles. These are the firearms that we read about in the 
media and which are used to perpetrate crime. These are the guns 
that are getting into the hands of criminals and being used on 
innocent Canadians. Putting the focus on long guns and law-abiding 
hunters and farmers who use them is simply misdirected attention 
that should be elsewhere. 


Speaking of resources, I also want to mention something else I 
hear a lot about in my riding. People in the riding of Crowfoot, as do 
most in rural Canada, play by the rules. There is a lot of outrage over 
the shear waste that we have seen with the long gun registry. The 
previous Liberal government originally said that the cost would be 
$2 million, then a year later it would be $80 million, then Anne 
McLellan said $300 million and then $700 million. Now it is over $2 
billion. That is too much waste for no reason at all. 


The member for Toronto Centre said that if the registry saved only 
one life, it would be worth it. That $2 billion could have saved many 
lives if we had been able to get more resources out on the streets, 
more police officers on the streets, and if we had been able to crack 
down on crime like some of our other crime bills have done. That is 
way too much waste for little or no value. 


Our government believes in taking real action to keep Canadians 
safer, to hold criminals accountable. That is why we have delivered 
tough on crime legislation to crack down on those who are targeting 
law-abiding Canadians. 


We passed the Tackling Violent Crime Act, which delivered: 
longer mandatory minimum sentences for gun crimes; tougher new 
rules for bail for serious weapons; mandatory minimum sentences 
for drive-by shootings; tougher laws to combat organized crime; and 
mandatory minimum sentences for the use of a firearm in the 
commission of an offence. 


This is the type of crime fighting measures this government is 
putting before Canadians and before the House. They are crime 
measures that are focused on the criminal and on criminal activity. 


That is what this government is doing. We are committed to 
keeping its promise. We are committed to living up to those 
campaign policies and promises that we have made. We realize this 
long gun registry has been a colossal failure and we will be so 
pleased when we see the end of it. 


@ (1710) 
Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): Mr. 


Speaker, my colleague's speech was very passionate. On the gun 


registry, I want to focus on the destruction of data that we already 
have. I realize the Conservatives have a majority and will pass this 
legislation. My appeal to colleagues across the floor is surely we will 
not be the kind of country that will destroy data that police officers 
tell us can be of use to them. Also, some provinces say that they 
want to use that data to have a registry. 


For a government that says that it will be heavy on fighting crime, 
why is it willing to destroy not only one of the tools in a policeman's 
toolkit, but also one of the tools in the hands of RCMP officer? 


Mr. Kevin Sorenson: Mr. Speaker, I chair the committee on 
public safety and national security. I hear the NDP members in that 
committee when we discuss pardons. One of the things they want 
more than anything else is to be certain that the information that 
links a criminal with a criminal record is completely destroyed. What 
happens if an individual comes to a border crossing and that 
information is still in some data system and some other country has 
it? They have asked for that information to be destroyed to help the 
criminal. 


We want the data destroyed so the registry cannot be reused and 
the old information that is redundant and poor in a way cannot be 
used to build another boondoggle. 


@ (1715) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): It being 5:15 p.m., 
pursuant to an order made Thursday, October 27 it is my duty to 
interrupt the proceedings and put forthwith every question necessary 
to dispose of the second reading stage of the bill now before the 
House. 


The question is on the amendment. Is it the pleasure of the House 
to adopt the amendment? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
Some hon. members: No. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): All those in favour of 
the amendment will please say yea. 


Some hon. members: Yea. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): All those opposed 
will please say nay. 


Some hon. members: Nay. 
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): In my opinion the 


nays have it. 


And five or more members having risen: 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Call in the members. 


@ (1755) 


[Translation] 


(The House divided on the amendment, which was negatived on 


the following division:) 


(Division No. 48) 
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Nil MacKenzie Mayes 
McColeman McLeod 
The Speaker: I declare the amendment lost. Ms Ve 
Merrifie iller 


The next question is on the main motion. Is it the pleasure of the 


House to adopt the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


Some hon. members: No. 


The Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will please say 


yea. 


Some hon. members: Yea. 


The Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay. 


Some hon. members: Nay. 


The Speaker: In my opinion, 


the yeas have it. 


And five or more members having risen: 


© (1805) 


(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the 


following division:) 


(Division No. 49) 
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PAIRED 


The Speaker: I declare the motion carried. 


[English] 


Accordingly, the bill stands referred to the Standing Committee on 
Public Safety and National Security. 


(Motion agreed to, bill read the second time and referred to a 


committee) 


** 


BUSINESS OF SUPPLY 


OPPOSITION MOTION—ASBESTOS 


The House resumed from October 31consideration of the motion. 


The Speaker: The House will now proceed to the taking of the 
deferred recorded division on the motion. 


@ (1815) 


[Translation] 


(The House divided on the motion, which was negatived on the 


following division:) 


Allen (Welland) 
Angus 
Atamanenko 
Bélanger 
Benskin 
Blanchette 
Boivin 
Boulerice 
Brahmi 
Byme 
Casey 
Charlton 
Choquette 
Cleary 
Comartin 
Cotler 
Cullen 
Davies (Vancouver Kingsway) 
Dewar 
Donnelly 
Dubé 
Dusseault 
Eyking 
Freeman 


(Division No. 50) 
YEAS 


Members 


Andrews 
Ashton 

Aubin 

Bennett 
Bevington 
Blanchette-Lamothe 
Borg 
Boutin-Sweet 
Brosseau 
Caron 

Cash 

Chicoine 
Christopherson 
Coderre 

Côté 

Crowder 
Cuzner 

Day 

Dionne Labelle 
Doré Lefebvre 
Duncan (Etobicoke North) 
Easter 

Foote 

Fry 


Garneau 

Genest 

Giguère 

Goodale 

Groguhé 

Harris (St. John's East) 
Hughes 

Jacob 

Karygiannis 

Lamoureux 

Larose 

Laverdière 

LeBlanc (LaSalle—Émard) 
Liu 

Mai 

Martin 

Mathyssen 

McGuinty 

Michaud 

Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord) 
Morin (Laurentides—Labelle) 
Mulcair 

Nantel 

Pacetti 

Péclet 

Quach 

Rafferty 

Raynault 

Rousseau 

Sandhu 

Scarpaleggia 

Sgro 

sor) 

Sims (Newton—North Delta) 
St-Denis 

Stoffer 

Thibeault 

Tremblay 

Valeriote— — 123 


Ablonczy 
Adler 
Albas 
Alexander 
Allison 
Ambrose 
Anderson 
Aspin 
Bateman 
Benoit 
Bezan 
Block 
Braid 
Brown (Leeds—Grenville) 


Brown (Barrie) Bruinooge 

Butt Calandra 

Calkins Cannan 

Carmichael Carrie 

Chisu Chong, 

Clarke Clement 

Daniel Dechert 

Del Mastro Devolin 

Dreeshen Duncan (Vancouver Island North) 
Dykstra Fantino 

Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) Finley (Haldimand—Norfolk) 
Flaherty Fletcher 

Fortin Gallant 

Gill Glover 

Goguen Goldring 

Goodyear Gosal 

Gourde Grewal 

Harper Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) 
Hawn Hayes 

Hiebert Hoback 

Hoeppner James 

Jean Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) 
Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's) Kent 

Kerr Komarnicki 

Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) Lake 

Lauzon Leef 


Business of Supply 


Garrison 

Genest-Jourdain 

Godin 

Gravelle 

Harris (Scarborough Southwest) 
Hsu 

Hyer 

Julian 

Kellway 

Lapointe 

Latendresse 

LeBlanc (Beauséjour) 

Leslie 

MacAulay 

Marston 

Masse 

May 

McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) 
Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) 
Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine) 
Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot) 
Murray 

Nunez-Melo 

Papillon 

Pilon 

Rae 

Ravignat 

Regan 

Saganash 

Savoie 

Sellah 


Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 


Sitsabaiesan 
Stewart 
Sullivan 
Toone 
Turmel 


NAYS 


Members 


Adams 

Aglukkaq 

Albrecht 

Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) 
Ambler 

Anders 

Armstrong 

Baird 

Bellavance 

Bernier 

Blaney 

Boughen 

Breitkreuz 

Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) 


COMMONS DEBATES 


November 1, 2011 


2830 
Private Members' Business 
Leitch Lemieux 
Leung Lizon 
Lobb Lukiwski 
Lunney MacKenzie 
Mayes McColeman 
McLeod Menegakis 
Menzies Merrifield 
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Nil 


The Speaker: I declare the motion lost. 


PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS 


[English] 


CRIMINAL CODE 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP) moved that Bill 
C-290, An Act to amend the Criminal Code (sports betting), be read 
the second time and referred to a committee. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, Bill C-290 is a very short bill; basically one 
paragraph and a little over one line. If it were to ultimately becomes 
law, it would delete one section of the Criminal Code. The overall 
theme of the bill is to deal with a problem that we have in the 
country with regard to gaming, specifically being able to bet on 
sporting events. 


As it is now, paragraph 207(4)(b) of the Criminal Code prohibits 
the gaming on a single sports event in Canada. The effect of that 
does have some very serious consequences and I will go into that in 
more detail. However, by way of introduction, the primary purpose 
behind this bill is twofold: first, to create greater employment 
opportunities in the gaming industry in Canada and in all the 
provinces who pick this up; and second, at least as important, it is a 
blow against organized crime that has captured, controls and is 
making huge profits from it, as ascertained by all the reports. 


It is important to set this in a historical context. If we go back and 
study this closely, the laws on gaming in this country go back to the 


1600s in England. I forget who the king was at the time, but it was in 
a period of time when he was very worried about his military 
gambling excessively. Laws were then passed in Westminster to 
prohibit all gambling in the country. 


Over the centuries we have eroded that position. In fact, to follow 
the history in my riding, my predecessor, Shaughnessy Cohen, 
moved a similar amendment to the Criminal Code that allowed for 
betting at roulette tables, which was prohibited at the time. It allowed 
for roulette tables to come into casinos in the country. Following in 
that tradition, this is one of those periods of time when we should 
have our criminal law catch up with the reality of what is happening 
in our society. 


In 1985 the federal government effectively gave up the 
administration of gaming operations to the provinces. It was one 
of those periods of time when there was some trade-offs going on 
with regard to revenue sources. This was a mechanism for the federal 
government to create new revenue sources for the provinces. Since 
that time a number of provinces have moved into gaming in a variety 
of ways: lotteries, casinos, additional betting being allowed at 
racetracks, and we can go down the list. 


The role that gaming plays in provincial revenues has become 
quite significant. It is now literally billions of dollars across the 
country. In some cases, provinces have declined to take on those 
operations, but in other cases, provinces have taken them on 
wholeheartedly and have expanded their revenue base as a result. 


© (1820) : 


To the point where we are with this particular expansion, the 
provinces would determine how they would implement this. From 
talking to various provincial administrations, there is a variety of 
suggestions if the bill becomes law, but ultimately the provision of 
gaming on single sporting events would vary across the country. 


For instance, one province is considering allowing the casinos 
operated by first nations to take this type of gaming under their 
control. Obviously, the province would still administer it, but the 
bulk of the revenue would go to the casinos operated by first nations. 


One province in particular is thinking of a very broad expansion 
using the British model. The gaming would take place in a variety of 
settings in that province. 


In my home province of Ontario, as I understand it at this point, 
the primary thrust would be to allow the large commercial casinos, 
the casinos operated for charitable purposes that are smaller 
operations and potentially the racetracks, to do the administration. 
It would not expand it into the broader society as some of the other 
provinces are considering. 


Whatever the model is, it is determined by the individual 
provinces, and some provinces may not take it up at all. 


I would note at this point that both the Province of Ontario and the 
Province of British Columbia are on record with letters to the federal 
justice minister asking him to proceed with this type of amendment. 
The government up to this point has not proceeded that way, 
although I am expecting, and I may be overly optimistic because this 
is a private member's bill, substantial support from the government 
side as well as from our colleagues in the Liberal Party. 
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I will turn now to the real thrust behind this and I will deal with 
the criminal element first. There is no question that this type of 
gaming is illegal in Canada as well as in all of the United States, 
except for Nevada, where it is in fact legal. The casinos in Nevada do 
allow for single event betting. However, all of the other states and 
Canada prohibit it. 


The end result of that prohibition has been that organized crime 
has moved into this field in a very big way. We have estimates from 
the U.S. of revenues coming in to organized crime at a minimum of 
$80 billion a year. I will repeat that, because when I say that, most 
people think I said “million”, but I said “billion”. At the low end it is 
$80 billion, with the estimate running to $380 billion to $400 billion 
at the high end. That is in the United States. With some of the 
information we have from our security services in Canada, the 
estimate is that a minimum of $10 billion is wagered in Canada each 
year, and it may be as high as $40 billion. That is the type of revenue 
we are talking about. 


All of that money is going into the hands of organized crime. We 
do not believe that any substantive amount is going into other 
people's hands. It is controlled by the large criminal organizations, 
most of which are based in the U.S., but some of which are based 
here in Canada. 


Some of this betting is also taking place offshore through the 
Internet. A number of those Internet sites are located in the 
Caribbean, where there is no ability for either the Canadian 
government or the U.S. government to thwart that type of activity 
over the Internet. 


It is a situation where this activity is going on. Certainly there are 
people who argue that we are just expanding the ability of people to 
become problem gamblers. I do not believe that to be the case at all. 
This gambling is going on right now, all within the control of 
organized crime as best we can determine. 


We are talking about taking it out of the hands of those in 
organized crime, a strong way to reduce the revenue they are 
generating, and move it into the hands, in our case, of provincial 
governments. Let them use the revenue for the purposes of operating 
their government. 


The second reason I have been an advocate for this legislation is 
the potential it has for creating employment. Obviously it would 
create a substantial amount of revenue for provinces, but in addition, 
we ultimately would see some of that as jobs are created at the 
federal level. 


@ (1825) 


As recently as September, the Canadian Gaming Association, 
which has a number of gaming groups around the country as part of 
its association, did an economic analysis of what would occur if this 
were allowed to become law in Canada and we could have this type 
of gaming going on. It is of particular interest to me because the city 
of Windsor is the host of one of the largest casinos in the country; I 
think it is the largest, but there may be one or two of the same size. 


The estimate was that the number of additional jobs or the 
securing of existing jobs in the Windsor casino, just that one casino, 
would be somewhere between 150 to 250. Some jobs would be 
saved because there have been some layoffs recently because of 


Private Members' Business 


competition that we are getting from the U.S. side and just because 
of the general economic downturn that we have had recently, but we 
would secure those jobs or create new jobs. 


The association did a similar analysis for the casinos, interestingly, 
in Niagara Falls, the home riding of the Minister of Justice, and came 
up with a similar number of jobs being secured or jobs that would be 
created. That is true across a number of other areas in Ontario and 
elsewhere in the country. : 


There is a very strong reason from that vantage point, not only the 
revenue that this would create for the provinces but, more 
specifically, the jobs it would create at the lower level. 


I have spoken to some of my colleagues who have charity casinos 
in their ridings. They feel that a similar impact would occur. A 
number of these are situated along the U.S.-Canada border, and we 
draw a lot of trade from the U.S. side. For instance, in the casino in 
Windsor, the estimates continue to run that somewhere between 75% 
and 80% of the revenue comes from the U.S. side of the border. That 
is true even for some of the charity casinos. It is certainly true for 
Niagara. 


The important part is that allowing for this type of gaming would 
attract tourist trade into Canada. People would come over. I always 
tell the story that I happened to be in Las Vegas when one of the 
national basketball tournaments was on. I remember sitting in 
Caesars, actually on the floor with all these students who were 
watching the game, knowing that they had placed bets on the game. 
That is the kind of tourism we would be attracting on our side of the . 
border. 


Let me indicate the support that we have had. I have already 
indicated that both the Province of Ontario and the Province of 
British Columbia have sought this amendment from the federal 
government. A number of municipalities, including the City of 
Niagara Falls and the City of. Windsor, the Canadian Gaming 
Association, the Saskatchewan Indian Gaming Authority, the 
Atlantic Lottery Corporation, the Nova Scotia Gaming Corporation, 
the Ontario Lottery and Gaming Corporation, and the Saskatchewan 
Gaming Corporation have all indicated their support. They have an 
appreciation from working in this field and this part of the economy 
of what the consequences would be and are quite supportive that this 
would go ahead. 


I will summarize the reasons for supporting this bill. It would be a 
blow against organized crime and a potential job creator for the 
economy. As well, it would move additional revenue into the hands 
of the provinces. It is a very simple amendment. It does not require a 
great deal of understanding of what we are doing or why. I would 
encourage all members of the House to support this bill. 


@ (1830) 


Mr. Brent Rathgeber (Edmonton—St. Albert, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, I would like thank the hon. member for Windsor— 
Tecumseh for sponsoring this bill. I can advise him that I will be 
voting in favour of his bill. 
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I am sure the member has researched the history of this in drafting 
his bill. Would he advise me as to why an exception was made in the 
Criminal Code for a race or a fight or a single sports event? I am 
curious as to what the historical significance is or why the distinction 
was made for single events. 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Madam Speaker, I do not know the history of 
how it came about initially. I know why it has been preserved and 
that has been the fear, mostly coming from the U.S., that betting on a 
single sporting event would open up the possibility of professional 
players being bribed to throw a game. 


When amendments like this have been proposed in a number of 
states in the U.S., that is always the kickback. It comes from 
professional sports organizations on the U.S. side. They push back 
out of the fear that somehow this will increase the likelihood of 
professional basketball, football or hockey players being more prone 
to being bribed to throw games. Those events can be bet on now. 
One just has to bet on three or five of them in a parlay type of 
arrangement. 


If that kind of corruption is going to go on, it is as likely to go on 
under the existing provisions of the U.S. laws as it would be if we 
made this amendment. 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Madam Speaker, my 
question relates to our first nations communities. 


I know it was referenced in the member's speech in a number of 
senses, but section 81 of the Indian Act allows for a band council to 
make bylaws in relation to the control of gaming and competitions. I 
was interested to hear my colleague from Windsor—Tecumseh 
indicate the support of one Indian gaming commission. There has 
also been an indication that one provincial gaming commission is 
going to work with first nations. 


Could the member expand on the consultations and feedback and 
what impact there will be on first nations communities vis-a-vis their 
involvement in gaming? 


@ (1835) 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Madam Speaker, I want to be clear on this. 
Even though that provision is in the Indian Act, first nations still 
require this amendment. Although they have the jurisdiction to pass 
bylaws, that does not override the Criminal Code. The Criminal 
Code has to be amended first before they can invoke that part of the 
legislation under the Indian Act. 


To be more specific with regard to the member's question, the role 
first nations play will vary across the country. There is friction 
between some first nations gaming operations and the provinces in 
some cases. How this would be implemented, how extensively they 
would be involved, would end up being a negotiated arrangement 
between the particular province and the first nation that is operating a 
gaming operation in that province. 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Madam Speaker, I would 
like to thank my hon. colleague for his work on this file. 


It is important to note that we are not condoning more gambling 
with this legislation. We are looking at making sure that we bring 
single game betting onside. It is something we currently cannot do, 
which many of us who have been involved in this did not know. 
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What could we do with the resources at the provincial and federal 
levels once this legislation is brought into effect? 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Madam Speaker, what the revenue would be 
used for would be determined by the province in each particular 
case. In some cases, the gaming revenue is going into a province's 
general revenue fund. In other cases, as in my home province, the 
charity casinos receive it and it is distributed. The first nations at 
Rama get a substantial part of it. First nations will benefit from their 
part of this operation. 


Mr. Robert Goguen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Justice, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am pleased to support Bill 
C-290. This is a private member's bill which the member for 
Windsor—Tecumseh introduced in the House on September 28, 
2011. 


Bill C-290 would authorize a province or a territory to conduct 
single sport betting within the province or territory if it so chooses. 


In order to better comprehend how this bill would modify the 
structure of the current provisions relating to gambling, I will briefly 
go through the history of the past and current Canadian laws in this 
area. 


As members will notice, the gambling provisions in the Criminal 
Code are somewhat difficult to read and to understand. Nevertheless, 
a careful reading of these provisions shows that their basic structure 
is to prohibit all forms of gambling unless a particular form of 
gambling is specifically permitted by the Criminal Code. 


[Translation] 


Parliament has permitted such exceptions to the gambling 
offences as private bets that are made between individuals who are 
not in the business of betting. In Canada, we also have pari-mutuel 
betting on horse races, where the betting is conducted by a race 
association. Then there are lottery schemes that are conducted by a 
province or territory and the slightly narrower range of lottery 
schemes that are conducted by a licensee of a province or territory, 
such as a charitable organization. 


Parliament has also authorized certain lottery schemes that are 
conducted on international cruise ships while in Canadians waters, if 
certain conditions are met. 


[English] 


Parliament included gambling offences when it enacted the first 
Criminal Code in Canada in 1892. There were some exceptions to 
the offences, primarily for bets made at a horse race. The provisions 
were expanded in the 1920s to include the exception for parimutuel 
betting on a horse race. That made it possible to put all the money 
bet on a horse race into a pool and the winners would share in the 
pool based upon how much they had bet on a horse that finished in a 
spot that entitled bettors on that horse to share the winnings. 


A most significant change to the gambling provisions occurred in 
1969 when the provinces, territories and the federal government 
were each authorized to conduct a range of lottery schemes. This 
followed closely on the heels of the reintroduction of legal lottery 
ticket operations in some U.S. states. 
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In 1985, Parliament withdrew the Criminal Code authorizations 
that existed from 1969 for the federal government to conduct a 
lottery scheme and it went through the authorizations that existed 
from 1983 for the federal government to conduct a pool betting 
operation. This left the field of lottery schemes exclusively to the 
operation by provincial and territorial governments and their 
licensees. 


@ (1840) 


[Translation] 


It was in 1998 that Parliament authorized international cruise ships 
to continue operating their lottery schemes when they enter 
Canadian waters and up until the first port of call, if certain 
conditions are met. That change was made at the request of 
provinces in order to encourage the international cruise ships to sail 
to Canadian ports. 


Some provinces have offered a particular kind of sports betting as 
a form of lottery scheme to their residents. The structure of this 
betting requires the bettor to select a number of games and predict 
the correct outcome for those games. 


[English] 


Bill C-290 would make it possible for a province or territory to 
conduct a lottery scheme that involves betting on single games. If 
Bill C-290 passes, I do not know if any bettors would still make bets 
on the outcomes of multiple games, but I would imagine that the vast 
majority of bettors would prefer to bet on a single game and its 
outcome. 


Of course, it would be up to each province and territory to decide 
if it wanted to offer single sports betting, but that will be their 
decision. 


Under section 207 of the Criminal Code, a province may operate a 
lottery scheme on or through a computer, but it cannot licence others 


to do so because single sport betting would, by necessity, require — 


‘ computer operation. Single event sport betting is something that the 
provinces and territories would conduct themselves because they 
may not licence others to conduct a lottery scheme that is conducted 
on or through a computer. 


[Translation] 


I want to mention that a province or territory could choose to 
locate a single sport event betting operation in a casino or at a race 
track, for example, and it could share the profits from the betting 
however it sees fit. Again, these would be matters for provincial or 
territorial decision-making. I am assuming that decisions would be 
made by a province or territory with the values and desires of their 
residents in mind. That includes keeping an eye open to the measures 
that are needed to prevent problem gambling. 


[English] 


I can appreciate that not everyone thinks that gambling is for 
them. However, it is my view that allowing single sport betting, even 
through a provincial lottery scheme, is far more appropriate than 
what is currently happening in this country. Betting with an illegal 
bookmaker is driving money to organized crime. 
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Bill C-290 is a response that would give the provinces and 
territories the choice as to whether they wish to join countries such 
as England where there is legalized single event betting on sports. I 
emphasize that the provinces and territories would be able to make 
that decision based on the particular circumstances within their 
jurisdiction. 


The provinces and territories are best placed to determine public 
acceptance for single event betting and to implement measures for 
responsible betting. They have decades of experience in conducting 
a broad range of lottery schemes, from lottery tickets, to casinos with 
slots, table games and to betting on the outcomes of multiple sports 
events. 


For those reasons, I support private member's Bill C-290 and I 
will be voting in favour of it. 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, I 
thank the Liberal Party for allowing me to go a little sooner so I can 
get to another meeting tonight. I appreciate the camaraderie in the 
House, which does happen in this place. 


It is important to recognize the work of the member for Windsor— 
Tecumseh on Bill C-290. I commend him for his work. He has had 
this bill in the past and has brought it forth again. It is very timely. 


When we think about private members' issues that we can bring 
forward as members, this is a very serious one because it is about the 
economy right now. It would provide some extra revenue for the 
gaming industry. Also, I do not think we should underestimate the 
issues with regard to organized crime. We are concerned about 
people with gambling addictions, but we know that sports wagering 
is taking place under the table, not just in Canada but across the 
globe. What is really important is that this would take away some of 
the financing from organized crime. 


It is very appropriate that the member for Windsor—Tecumseh is 
doing this from a local perspective, because we have a casino in 
Windsor. Sports betting happens in the United States where people 
take advantage of it. People go to Las Vegas and other areas where 
they can bet. This would be a benefit because we have a lot of 
competition from the U.S. with the high Canadian dollar right now. 
Also, the U.S. is bringing in a series of measures to tax Canadians, 
and there are other border issues. 


We have seen a diminishing tourism industry. The HST being 
implemented had an affect upon tourism in Canada. Dropping the 
GST rebate was another blow to the tourism industry. Therefore, it is 
very important for us to see this as an advantage for us to compete 
against the United States in the gaming market right now. The U.S. 
has made efforts and has pushed to bring in single sports betting 
venues but it has not done so yet, except in Nevada. 


From a global perspective, the member for Windsor—Tecumseh is 
doing his job as a justice critic for the official opposition by bringing 
forth a solution and a way to tackle crime with regard to the revenue 
stream that we see happening in the underground economy. I 
applaud the member on both those fronts. I think that is important to 
recognize. 
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Sports betting should not be underestimated. We do not even 
know the full value of what is going on in terms of the estimates of 
organized crime and sports betting happening illegally. There have 
been some studies done and they vary wildly. Some say it is 
anywhere from $80 billion to $380 billion annually. That is a big 
spread, but it is a lot of money that is actually out there in the system. 
Even if we could take a fraction of that by moving on this, it would 
be important, not just with regard to the employment aspect but also 
for ensuring that organized crime does not have an extra revenue 
stream in its repertoire. That is something I think Canadians want to 
see happen. 


It is important to get the bill to committee and, hopefully, through 
committee really quickly. The sooner we get to this the better. 


Coming from the perspective of a border town like ours, Windsor 
and Essex county, we have seen first-hand the difficulty with the 
economy. I note that in the supporters of the bill there is the CAW, 
the city of Niagara Falls, the city of Windsor, the Canadian Gaming 
Association, the Ontario Lottery and Gaming Commission and 
several other provincial associations. One of the critical components 
of the bill is the way it would play itself out. Each province would 
have an opportunity to make its own decision. I am hoping that we 
will see the province of Ontario quickly grab onto this. 


With reference to the challenges in a border community right now, 
this would be a shot in the arm for an area that has suffered quite a 
loss of jobs. I was on city council at the time when we tried to 
diversify the Windsor and Essex county area a number of years ago 
by moving into tourism. We were successful with a lot of different 
venues that we put forth but then there were other challenges. After 
9/11, we saw the border change quite significantly. We now have 
more difficulty getting people to and from the border. This affects 
Americans coming into Canada as well as Canadians going out. We 
have extra taxes to pay and so forth. There were a few more 
problems for us. 


We hear stories from the Americans that they feel hassled crossing 
the border back and forth, even by their own people. What has 
happened is that, with the artificially high dollar from the high 
petroleum industry exports that we are doing right now, we have lost. 
We have gone from basically 60¢ on the dollar when we brought in 
our tourism strategy, to parity or above. That is a significant shift 
over a small period of time. 


@ (1845) 


We may think that eight to ten years is not that long, but it is when 
one is investing in a small business or in the tourism industry. This 
would provide a shot in the arm to attract visitors to come over. 


One of the merits of the bill that is important to notice is that it 
acknowledges that the world is changing. When we brought the 
casino into Windsor, it did not have competition across the river but 
now it does. A series of Detroit casinos have now opened up. There 
are three casinos in particular, and there are also the aboriginal 
casinos that are in other parts of Michigan. We have a series of 
competition that we cannot deny. 


In fact, if we walk down to the end of my street and look across 
the Detroit River, which is two miles, we can see one of the casinos 
there. Right across from the Windsor casino, Caesars, is the 


Greektown casino, and not far from there is MGM Grand. Therefore, 
we have a significant reality to deal with in terms of competition. 
Offering a different product would be an essential component of 
protecting those jobs and once again seeing more visitors come over 
from the United States. 


One of the benefits of living in a border society is that we often 
traverse back and forth for different products and for entertainment. 
For example, I go to the Detroit Lions game. I regularly cross the 
border to the United States to see its sports entertainment. Canadian 
dollars go over there on a regular basis. Many Windsorites go over to 
see the Tigers, the Pistons, the Lions, all the different organizations 
that provide sports entertainment. 


We would then be reciprocating a different product on this side. 
The bill by the member for Windsor—Tecumseh is very timely as we 
have been watching Ohio enter into this market as well. Ohio has 
now. opened up a couple of casinos, which has taken away the 
destination component that was often important. We had a lot of 
coaches that would come in with people from Ohio who saw the 
better service they would get at the Windsor casino. Caesars’ product 
is very good. The brand is terrific. It is the only one outside of the 
United States. The corporation has made an investment to bring in 
live entertainment and other initiatives to keep the economy going 
and keep the jobs at the Windsor casino. People from Ohio would 
get on a bus and did not mind taking the extra step to come over the 
border to get a better product. 


Now, however, we are competing to get the people out of Ohio 
because they are staying there. They do not necessarily say, “Let's go 
to the casino. Are we going to Detroit or Windsor? Which one 
should we select” and then get on a tour package or drive down and 
cross over. It was less of a big deal because they were making that 
effort coming from Ohio anyway. The bill would provide an 
opportunity for that element to shine as well. 


We have some unusual opportunities that will happen over the 
next number of years that will enhance transportation from Chicago 
to Detroit. We cannot underestimate that market. There are tens of 
millions of people who live in that catchment area. Right now, they 


‘are moving forward on higher speed rail improvements. I look 


forward in terms of this bill giving us a marketing advantage to track 
from Chicago a number of different people who would visit our city. 
That is a market that we have not entered into much but it is 
something that we need. It is only five hours away. 


The member for Windsor—Tecumseh should be praised for this 
initiative because he is using his time in the House of Commons to 
try to make better economic decisions and social justice by tackling 
the organized crime element. I commend him on that. We need more 
of that in this place. 


@ (1850) 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I 
would echo the comments of my colleague who just spoke. I 
congratulate the hon. House Leader of the Official Opposition for his 
thoughtful consideration of the matter, a matter that is important to 
Canadians. 


We will be voting in support of this bill at second reading in order 
to send it to a parliamentary committee for further review and 
examination and to hear from witnesses. 
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Gambling in Canada is a properly-regulated activity governed by 
the Criminal Code that sets out the parameters for gaming. As has 
been previously stated in debate, up until 1985 the federal 
government was directly involved in running lotteries. It then 
devolved that through a provincial-federal agreement and the 
ensuing revenues went to the provinces. As a result, while the 
Canadian government maintains its legislative responsibility for 
criminal law, it is the responsibility of the provinces to licence and 
regulate all legal forms of gaming so long as the activities remain 
within the scope of the Criminal Code. 


Betting on sports currently falls under paragraph 207(4)(b), which 
is the paragraph that is proposed to be amended by this private 
member's bill. It defines “lottery schemes” and explicitly prohibits 
provinces from allowing wagering on “any race or fight, single 
sports event or athletic contest”. 


In reaction to this prohibition, provinces, through their provincial 
gaming corporations, have long offered parlayed-based wagering on 
sporting events. This allows for individuals to bet on the outcomes of 
three or more sporting events. We think of PRO-LINE, which is 
popular with millions of Canadians and allows them to wager on 
sports throughout the world, whether it is the National Hockey 
League, the National Basketball Association or the one that is most 
popular in my house, the English premier football league. 


These types of wagers allow individuals to choose the outcome of 
three or more sporting events, the odds of which are published in 
advance by the provincial gaming corporation. In order to win, a 
person must correctly predict all of the outcomes. For millions of 
Canadians, this is a fun activity. It allows them to be more involved 
in the sport they are watching or following. 


Regulated gaming provides a legitimate and sanctioned activity 
free from tampering and has the effect of generating substantial 
revenues for governments. 


Bill C-290 would delete the section from the Criminal Code that 
currently prohibits betting on a single sport and would allow 
provinces the ability to create a regulated environment consistent 
with their current gaming activities. For individuals, the change 
would allow them to bet on one match as opposed to three or more 
so long as the odds were predetermined and published. 


It has been suggested by my colleague, the House Leader of the 
Official Opposition, that several provinces have a desire to see this 
specific change to the Criminal Code. As an example, two of them, 
Ontario and British Columbia, have taken the additional step of 
writing the federal justice minister. 


Why support this change? There is a lot of illegal gambling in 
Canada. Some of it relates to betting on single sporting events. 
Millions of dollars are spent illegally on single sport gambling and 
much of this activity is conducted by organized crime and bookies. It 
is underground and it unregulated. 


Technology is also playing a role in the new gaming reality. 
Members will not be surprised to know that the criminal world 
adapts very quickly to new technology, using the Internet to exploit 
and make money from illegal gaming. Illegal sports wagering is all 
too common throughout North America. 
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The full extent of this illegal gambling is unknown, but some 
reports suggest it is massive. I will cite a couple of them. 


The United States National Gambling Impact Study Commission 
has stated that estimates of the scope of illegal sports betting in the 
United States range anywhere from $80 billion to $380 billion 
annually. We have heard these figures from the member for 
Windsor—Tecumseh. 


© (1855) 


In Canada, a review of the annual reports of the Criminal 
Intelligence Service Canada suggests that “bookmaking exists in 
every region of Canada”. According to the report, gaming profits 
revenue to organized crime groups to fund their illegal and legal 
activities. It says: 


While the size of the illegal bookmaking market in Canada is unknown, it is also 
thought to be significant. If the range of illegal sports betting in the United States is 
accurate, it would not be unreasonable to assume that the range in Canada is between 
$10.0 billion and $40.0 billion. 


These figures underline the seriousness of this issue and the need 
for action. 


Regulated gaming provides a legitimate way for Canadians to 
gamble and, to be frank, it is a significant source of revenue for 
governments. Illegal gambling means lost tax revenue that provinces 
might use to provide more and better service to their citizens. 


One sensible measure to combat illegal gambling is to change the 
Criminal Code to allow the provinces to regulate betting on single 
sporting events. It would have the effect of legalizing what is a 
common practice and deprive organized crime of another revenue 
stream. 


While single-game betting is currently illegal in most jurisdic- 
tions, it is a booming business in other parts of the world. Online 
gaming is regulated and legal in many countries and they are reaping 
the benefit from increased tax revenues and profits. The largest 
component of this online betting includes sports and horse racing. 


I believe this bill helps get the discussion going by pointing to a 
significant reality in Canada; that is to say there are legal and illegal 
forms of gaming and we need to address the latter. 


I realize, as well, that some Canadians and perhaps members here 
as well, have, for various reasons, an issue with gambling under any 
circumstances. For them, there are some reasonable concerns. Like 
many activities, there are dangers involved in gambling. We all 
know, or have heard stories, of people who have an addiction to 
gambling with consequences that are serious and profound. A 
gambling addiction can overtake one's life. It can result in job loss, a 
broken family and financial ruin and we need to be sensitive to those 
concerns. However, for the vast majority of Canadians gambling is a 
fun and harmless activity. 
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In my home province of Prince Edward Island, for example, one 
of the highlights of the summer is our famous Gold Cup and Saucer. 
The Gold Cup and Saucer is one of the premier harness-race events 
in the world and one that has attracted thousands of tourists over the 
years. It is a great spectator sport, a great tourist attraction and a 
source of economic activity that is important to the local economy of 
Charlottetown. Tom Mullally and his team at the Red Shores 
Racetrack & Casino have done a wonderful job in preserving and 
enhancing this great island tradition. 


I will be supporting this bill at second reading and hope that all 
members will do the same. It is important that we might have the 
opportunity to call witnesses at the committee to better understand 
the issues related to gaming in Canada. We may also have the chance 
to hear from people who may have concerns about this legislation 
and it is important that we hear from all sides of this issue before we 
proceed. I am sure the mover of the bill would agree with this as 
well. 


© (1900) 


Mr. Brent Rathgeber (Edmonton—St. Albert, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, it is an honour for me to speak in favour of private 
member's Bill C-290, An Act to amend the Criminal Code (sports 
betting). 


At present, the Criminal Code only authorizes a province or 
territory to conduct betting on the outcome of multiple sporting 
events. That form of betting is sometimes called “parlay betting”. By 
way of contrast, a province or territory may not currently conduct 
betting on the outcome of a single game. 


Private member's Bill C-290, as sponsored by the hon. member 
for Windsor—Tecumseh, would modernize section 207 of the 
Criminal Code, which is the “lottery scheme” provision by 
authorizing a province or a territory to conduct, within its 
jurisdiction, betting on a single sporting event, such as a single 
hockey game. 


Bill C-290 would leave it to each province or territory to decide 
whether or not to offer single sporting events betting and if so, 
whether to operate the betting by telephone, Internet and/or in land- 
based locations. Such provincial-territorial decision-making is 
precisely what now exists in section 207 of the Criminal Code with 
respect to provincial and territorial choices for other forms of lottery 
schemes, such as VLTs, video lottery terminals, and slot machines. 


Under the lottery scheme provisions of the Criminal Code, only a 
provincial or territorial government may conduct a lottery scheme 
that is operated on or through a computer, slot machine or video 
device. A province or territory may not license others to do so. 


Some provinces currently place video lottery terminals and slot 
machines in a land-based location, such as a casino or a race track, or 
in a lounge or pub. Similarly, under Bill C-290, a province. or 
territory could place a single sport event betting operation in a 
casino, a race track or any other location that it might deem 
appropriate. 


Currently under section 207 of the Criminal Code, a province or 
territory may also conduct a “lottery scheme” in co-operation with 
another province. We know that provinces and territories using this 
authorization have worked together to offer such national ticket 


lottery schemes, such as Lotto 6/49. Similar inter-jurisdictional co- 
operation would be possible under the amendments proposed in Bill 
C-290 for single event sports betting. A province or territory could 
choose to work co-operatively with any other province or territory. 


Similarly, it would be up to the provinces or territories to ensure 
that they consult with the sport organizations to ensure the integrity 
of the game on which the single sport event betting is being offered. 
Similarly, it would be up to the provinces and territories to consult 
with problem gambling service providers to ensure that single sport 
event betters gamble responsibly. 


I have been talking today about single sport event betting that 
would be conducted by a province or territory as a lottery scheme 
under the authority of section 207 of the Criminal Code of Canada. It 
is worth remembering that section 204 of the Criminal Code already 
authorizes any bet, so long as it is done between persons who are not 
in any way engaged in the business of betting. In Canada we are free 
to spend our money on a bet if we so choose, so long as we are 
betting with another private individual who is not in any way 
engaged in the business of betting. 


Historically Parliament has not been concerned with betting 
between private individuals, but rather with illegal bookmakers who 
entice betters with credit and who charge exorbitant rates of interest 
on any debt. Parliament should maintain that concern for illegal 
bookmaking which has links to organized crime, as the member for 
Windsor—Tecumseh has correctly pointed out. 


If a province or territory chooses to operate a lottery scheme under 
the amendment proposed in Bill C-290, there would be a benefit to 
betters who wish to bet on a single game, but have difficulty finding 
another person to take the opposite side of the proposed bet. Also, in 
provinces and territories that choose to operate single sport event 
betting, betters who currently bet with illegal bookmakers would 
have the opportunity to bet with a legal operation conducted by their 
province or territory. The profits from legal single sport event betting 
would support provincial programs and services rather than being 
channeled by illegal bookmakers into organized crime. 


Provinces and territories have had many years' experience in 
conducting a broad range of lottery schemes. It makes sense that the 
range of lottery schemes that they are authorized to conduct be 
expanded to include single sport event betting. 


@ (1905) 


Finally, it also makes a lot of sense to keep Canadian gambling 
dollars within a province or territory rather than sending the money 
to illegal bookmakers in Canada or elsewhere, or to offshore Internet 
betting sites that poach Canadian bettors regardless of whether those 
offshore sites are legal or illegal in the host country. Bill C-290 
would be a step in correcting this and a step in the right direction. 


For all those reasons, I support Bill C-290 and will be voting in 
favour of it. 


Provinces and territories have the experience to offer this form of 
betting if that is what their the electorate wants. On the other hand, if 
a province or territory chooses not to go there, that again is the 
province's decision to make, and it falls within the province's 
constitutional jurisdiction. 
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I support this private member's bill. I see it as responding to a 
growing demand for the modernization of the Criminal Code “lottery 
scheme” provision. It reflects our circumstances in the 21st century. 


For those reasons, I will be supporting the bill. I congratulate the 
member for Windsor—Tecumseh for bringing this important matter 
forward. 


The Deputy Speaker: Resuming debate, the hon. member for 
Windsor—Tecumseh has a right of reply. 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Madam Speaker, in my original speech I got 
all my points in. Thank you. 


[Translation] 


The Deputy Speaker: Is the House ready for the question? 
Some hon. members: Question. 


The Deputy Speaker: The question is on the motion. Is it the 
pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


The Deputy Speaker: I declare the motion carried. Accordingly, 
the bill stands referred to the Standing Committee on Justice and 
Human Rights. 


(Motion agreed to, bill read the second time and referred to a 
committee) 


ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS 


A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed 
to have been moved. 


[English] 
THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
last Monday the parliamentary secretary rightly said, “Canadians can 
be proud of the contributions that Environment Canada scientists 
make to independent studies and policy development and to 
protecting Canada's environment”, and yes, we all can. Environment 
Canada has Nobel Prize co-recipients and scientists who make 
important discoveries, such as Dr. David Tarasick, who co- 
discovered the Arctic ozone hole. 


What she did not say is that over 700 Environment Canada 
positions are in jeopardy, including those of Nobel Prize co- 
recipients in the climate change and impacts adaptation group, and 
that of Dr. Tarasick in ozone research. 


What she also did not say is that the government is ending some 
programs, threatening science and reducing our ability to form 
evidence-based policy, and we know more cuts are coming. 


In Atlantic Canada we have just learned that 18 positions will be 
lost, with 43 affected. Programs being reduced or lost include studies 
of the impact of antibiotic use in farmed salmon, the impact of waste 
from fish hatcheries on local waterways, the biological consequences 
of acid rain and the impact of mercury on loons. Her claim that the 
government is strongly committed to protecting Canada's natural 
heritage simply does not hold up. 
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The parliamentary secretary also said Environment Canada is 
more than committed to ensuring the continued engagement of 
stakeholders in international regulatory policy processes. However, 
scientists are asking the government to develop a plan to ensure the 
integrity of the ozone monitoring program and to commission a 
report to assess the adequacy of Canadian contributions to the global 
observing system for climate in support of the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change. 


Will the parliamentary secretary commit to fulfilling the request, 
retracting the letters to ozone staff and continuing to support the 
ozone program? 


Canadians should be highly critical of the Conservatives' record 
on the environment, particularly regarding climate change. For 
example, at the UN climate talks, we keep winning Fossil Awards for 
being followers instead of leaders on the world stage. 


Canadians should also be skeptical of the parliamentary secretary's 
claim that the government will continue to both effectively and 
efficiently monitor ozone. We know the Ozonesonde program is in 
jeopardy and that there is no commitment to monitor ozone in the 
lower atmosphere. Moreover, the World Ozone and Ultraviolet 
Radiation Data Centre is just one person, and that person has been 
informed that his or her job is in danger. 


Last week the parliamentary secretary brought up the point that 
Canada banned ozone-depleting chemicals. Yes, this is true, but it 
was the government back in 1987. 


What we need now is for her government to step up to the plate, 
have the courage of decision-makers 20 years ago and take action to 
stop the cuts, to protect the scientists and to ensure that world-class 
science continues. 


Let me be very clear. International scientists are calling for cuts to 
be reversed, and thousands and thousands of people across Canada 
want the cuts overturned. Will the government now do the right thing 
and reverse its irresponsible cuts to ozone research so that Canada 
can honour its international commitments? 


@ (1910) 


Ms. Michelle Rempel (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of the Environment, CPC): Madam Speaker, my Liberal 
colleague is hardly in a position to criticize our government's plan as 
it was the previous Liberal government that signed grand 
international accords but took little action. In contrast, our 
government has a tangible plan to address climate change that 
balances the need to protect our environment and economic growth. 
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With regard to ozone, to repeat what has been said several times in 
this House, Environment Canada will not close the World Ozone and 
Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre. Measuring ozone in the upper 
atmosphere, otherwise known as stratospheric ozone, is an 
international obligation required under the Montreal Protocol on 
Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer under the Vienna 
Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer. 


When it comes to atmospheric ozone science, Canada has been 
and continues to be a global leader. Since 1966, ozone has been 
measured from Resolute Bay in Canada. This represents the longest 
record of ozone observation in the Arctic anywhere in the world. 
Many of the ozone measurements used globally today were 
pioneered by Canadians. Changing the way ozone is monitored in 
Canada does not mean that Canada's ability to monitor ozone would 
be degraded. 


Currently, Environment Canada uses two methods to measure 
ozone: the Brewer network and the ozonesonde network. 


However, just because something is the status quo does not mean 
it is the best way of doing things. Science and technology improves 
over time; this is a fact. 


The current plan for ozone monitoring is that Environment 
Canada is to integrate and optimize the two existing ozone networks. 
This will allow Environment Canada to deliver sound science, while 
also remaining within budget. 


Ozone networking data from Canada are shared with the world via 
the World Meteorological Organization. In addition, Canada has 
maintained the World Ozone and Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre 
for many years. The WMO supplies the data to other weather centres 
and agencies in Europe and the US. 


To be clear, Environment Canada is not closing the World Ozone 
and Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre. 


Integrating ozone monitoring networks and changing the manage- 
ment of the World Ozone and Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre will 
mean reducing the number of employees dedicated to ozone science. 
However, Environment Canada staff would remain dedicated to both 
these activities and to achieving quality results. 


To reiterate, Environment Canada will continue to measure ozone. 
@ (1915) 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Madam Speaker, last week the parliamen- 
tary secretary asked me to support the government's plan to continue 
to monitor ozone. It is not a plan; it is cuts. 


As a scientist, I simply cannot support cuts that will reduce 
Canada's ability to monitor the environment and respond to 
problems, reduce our country's ability to explore the links between 
ozone and climate change, and threaten international science and 
Canada's reputation. This is why I brought leading independent 
atmospheric scientists to Parliament Hill to speak at a non-partisan 
event to members of Parliament and senators this morning. They 
spoke about Canada's unique position to lead ozone research, our 
leadership in this area, and our responsibility to undertake research. 


Finally, in light of the science presented today, I implore the 
government to do the right thing and reverse the cuts. 


Ms. Michelle Rempel: Madam Speaker, Environment Canada 
will keep up its monitoring of ozone in the upper atmosphere. 
Environment Canada will not close the World Ozone and Ultraviolet 
Radiation Data Centre. Canada will continue to be a world leader in 
ozone monitoring, as it has been since 1966. 


[Translation] 
FLOODING IN MONTÉRÉGIE 


Mr. Jean-François Fortin (Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Ma- 
tane—Matapédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, this is an important moment 
for me today as I rise in this House to speak about a vital issue that 
affects coastal residents of the Gaspé, the Lower St. Lawrence and 
Montérégie. 


I will give a bit of background. Last December, almost one year 
ago, high tides pounded the Gaspé and the Lower St. Lawrence, 
causing all kinds of damage to the shoreline, land and homes. 
Shortly after that, in the spring, Montérégie was also hit by flooding 
caused mainly by overflowing rivers. This reminder is important 
because we have asked the government many times to help the 
victims in the Gaspé and Montérégie. 


The federal government's current response program provides 
assistance to the provincial government to help disaster victims. The 
current program is a joint program that we are very familiar with. 
Over and above the more than $8 million Quebec will initially have 
to pay, the federal government will contribute dollar for dollar to 
provide the province with additional assistance to offset the cost of 
the damage. 


However, it is not this program that we are talking about today, 
but a new program. All last spring, the government was being 
pressured to bring back the former shoreline erosion program, which 
fell under the responsibility of the Department of Fisheries and 
Oceans. There was a program that allowed shoreline communities, 
whether they were along the St. Lawrence River or other large rivers 
in our beautiful land, to obtain help in the case of natural disasters or 
situations requiring them to adapt to the reality of the changing 
shoreline. 


Last spring, we asked the government a number of times to bring 
back such a program. A new program is now needed with new 
adaptation measures, outside the existing program, that will allow 
the federal government to help provinces that experience weather- 
related damage. 
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On June 6, when he passed through Montérégie, the Prime 
Minister announced that there would be new mitigation measures to 
reduce the impact of weather-related shoreline damage. 


My questions for the government are very clear. What exactly are 
these measures? Who exactly will these measures help? What 
criteria will victims or communities have to meet in order to receive 
' funding from the government to adapt their shorelines? How much 
will the government invest in this new program or these new 
measures and, more specifically, when will these new measures 
come into effect? 


Last week, the Government of Quebec hastened to double its 
efforts to help flood victims receive help more quickly. Now, I 
believe that it is time that the federal government lived up to flood 
victims' expectations by confirming and implementing such 
measures. 

@ (1920) 
[English] 

Ms. Candice Hoeppner (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Madam Speaker, I thank the 
House for the opportunity to address the member's question 
regarding the Prime Minister's commitment to provide financial 
assistance to provinces and territories for flooding mitigation efforts 
in 2011, including those in the flood affected regions of Montérégie 
and Gaspé in Quebec. 


The year 2011 has been an exceptional year for flooding across 
the country. Provinces and territories conducted an assessment of 
patterns of precipitation, rainfall and snowfall, temperature, 
snowmelt, and soil moisture conditions which provided indications 
for significant flooding in 2011. Some provinces made proactive, 
permanent mitigation investments to eliminate or reduce the impact 
and risks of hazards through measures taken before 2011 flooding. 


To support these long-term investments, the Prime Minister 
committed the Government of Canada to cost share with the 
provinces on a 50-50 basis for permanent mitigation measures taken 
specifically for this year's flooding that are not otherwise eligible 
under the federal disaster financial assistance arrangements. 


Recognizing the increasing impact of flooding on Canadian 
communities, the Prime Minister also indicated that the Government 
of Canada is prepared to discuss a mitigation strategy that would 
apply to all provinces and territories and which would enhance 
infrastructure to better withstand future floods. 


Pursuant to these commitments, officials at Public Safety Canada 
are working closely with its provincial and territorial counterparts to 
develop two key programs with a focus on mitigation: a one time 
contribution program to reimburse affected provinces and territories 
for permanent flood mitigation measures taken specifically for 2011 
flooding and a long-term mitigation strategy. 


The Government of Canada recognizes the value and contribution 
of proactive mitigation measures taken before an emergency or 
disaster occurs to eliminate or reduce the impacts and risks of 
hazards in order to protect lives, property, the environment, and 
reduce economic disruption. Not only does mitigation serve to 
reduce the impact of disasters on the lives of Canadians but it is also 
a cost effective approach for reducing the economic burden of 
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disaster response and recovery costs on all orders of government, 
businesses, communities, families and individuals. 


Though issues related to flood management are primarily within 
the purview of the provinces and territories, the Government of 
Canada is committed to providing ‘assistance to flood affected 
regions following natural disasters through federal mechanisms, 
including the disaster financial assistance arrangements, and other 
forms of aid. For example, earlier this year following a request for 
assistance from the province of Quebec for significant flooding in 
the Montérégie region, the federal government responded quickly by 
deploying the Canadian armed forces to provide assistance to the 
affected communities. 


One of the highest priorities for the government is the safety and 
security of its citizens. We will continue to work with our federal, 
provincial and territorial partners, including the province of Quebec, 
to protect Canadians from a range of natural disasters and to make 
our communities more resilient. 


@ (1925) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Jean-François Fortin: Madam Speaker, I want to thank the 
parliamentary secretary for her answer. 


I believe the government is willing to work with the provinces that 
have been affected by these disasters, both through the existing 
program, which allows the federal government to help and 
compensate for damage sustained by the provinces, and also through 
new adaptation measures that would allow communities to adapt to 
changing weather conditions. In light of such evidence, we can no 
longer deny climate change around the world, but in Quebec and 
Canada in particular. 


In light of the government's openness to establishing new 
adaptation measures, what is this government's game plan to raise 
awareness of these measures much more quickly, given how urgent it 
is for communities to adapt to the new realities? 


[English] 


Ms. Candice Hoeppner: Madam Speaker, let me assure my 
colleague that the Government of Canada remains committed to 
working as quickly as possible with the provinces and territories, and 
other partners to ensure a safe and resilient Canada ,and specifically 
in regard to flooding. My own riding in Manitoba has experienced 
severe flooding. We are working very closely and as quickly as we 
can. 


It is important to note that during the flood season, Canada's 
armed forces were actively engaged in the regions severely affected 
by flooding and assisted in evacuations as well as preserving 
infrastructure, transportation routes and residential areas. That 
happened both in Quebec and Manitoba. 


The government is working to provide financial assistance. to 
affected provinces through the disaster financial assistance arrange- 
ments, which is the mechanism through which the government 
provides financial assistance to provincial and territorial govern- 
ments for response and recovery from natural disasters. 
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As I mentioned previously, the government will share on a 50-50 The motion to adjourn the House is now deemed to have been 
basis the cost of any permanent flood mitigation measures taken for adopted. Accordingly, this House stands adjourned until tomorrow at 
this year's flooding that are not eligible under the disaster financial 2 p.m., pursuant to Standing Order 24(1). 
assistance arrangements. 

Our government— 

[Translation] 


The Deputy Speaker: I regret to interrupt the hon. member. (The House adjourned at 7:27 p.m.) 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Wednesday, November 2, 2011 


The House met at 2 p.m. 


Prayers 


© (1405) 
[English] 


The Speaker: It being Wednesday, we will now have the singing 
of the national anthem led by the hon. member for Timmins—James 
Bay. 


[Members sang the national anthem| 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
[English] 


TIBET 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
as a member of Parliament, I rise with pride today and with 
solemnity on the occasion of marking a vigil that is taking place 
outside these doors. Canadian Tibetans are in vigil in solidarity with 
so many Tibetans who are experiencing oppression due to the 
Chinese government policies toward Tibet. 


The desperation of these people has now led to self-immolation 
acts, an act of desperation for anyone who understands Buddhist 
religion and culture. This is the sign that things have become a crisis 
for those in Tibet. In the words of his holiness, the Dalai Lama, “We 
must find a peaceful way forward”. 


The European parliament, just days ago, on October 27, passed a 
resolution calling on China to act. I would urge all hon. members to 
join with the European Union and help protect religious rights in 
Tibet. 


eRe ke 


RANDOM ACT OF KINDNESS DAY 


Mr. Phil McColeman (Brant, CPC): Mr. Speaker, eight years 
ago, Freedom House, a church and ministry centre in Brantford, 
began a mission called “The Kindness Project” to see if a city could 
be transformed by good into good by using simple but strategic acts 
of kindness. 


In these eight years, among other things, roughly 20,000 
hamburgers have been given away; a free winter carnival, Frosty 


Fest, is hosted; a school curriculum is in the works; affordable 
housing has been provided for those in need; and a local superhero, 
Captain Kindness, has emerged and taken control of the city. This 
Friday, November 4, will be the second annual Random Act of 


Kindness Day in Brantford. 


The Kindness Project seeks to uncover the untapped level of 
synergy in the community as a collective commitment to serving 
each other. It is people helping people with what we all have in our 
hands to give. 


We hope, together, to make Brantford known as the kindest city in 
Canada. 


wk *Ke* 


TIBET 


Mr. Wayne Marston (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, today, Tibetans and supporters from around the world 
are gathering to take part in a global day of action. From Zurich, to 
San Diego, to Vancouver, to right outside our doors, people are 
coming together to seek justice for the people of Tibet. 


Ten young Tibetans have set themselves on fire in eastern Tibet 
since March 2011, in fact, eight since September. These unprece- 
dented and truly desperate acts are a cry to the outside world for 
help. China has intensified its violent crackdown in Ngaba and 
across Tibet. Tibetan monasteries continue to be sacked and monks 
continue to be sentenced without fair trial. 


It is time for the government to act. It is time for the Government 
of Canada to take a lead in coordinating an international response to 
condemn the Chinese government's repressive measures against the 
Tibetans. Canada should also work to ensure that the United Nations 
immediately sends a fact-finding team to Ngaba to assess the 
situation. 


We cannot afford to waste another day. 


wk *e* 


CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION 


Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Iran 
continues to support terrorism, defiantly pursues nuclear weapons, 
calls for the end of the state of Israel and systematically tramples the 
rights of innocent Iranians. 
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The former head of Iran's state owned bank, Mahmoud Reza 
Khavari, is reported to be living in Toronto. According to media, he 
was able to obtain Canadian citizenship in 2005. A second man 
connected to Iran's state owned bank has also reportedly taken Ur 
in Canada. Mehregan Amirkhosravi is in Montreal. 


Their presence in Canada is a cause for concern because Canada, 
our allies and the United Nations have all stated that Bank Melli is 
tied to funding Iran's nuclear program, as well as terrorist groups 
throughout the Middle East. Bank Melli has funneled money to 
Hamas, Hezbollah and Palestinian Islamic Jihad. 


These men must not be allowed to brazenly defy and abuse our 
generous immigration system and action must be taken. 


I implore the government to pursue all legal grounds to revoke 
Khavari's reported citizenship and investigate their involvement in 
crimes against humanity, funding nuclear weapons, supporting 
terrorism and committing fraud. 


xk k * 


TIBET 


Hon. Irwin Cotler (Mount Royal, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 10 young 
Tibetans have set themselves ablaze, a set of unprecedented and 
desperate actions, to protest the Chinese repression of Tibetan rights 
and assaults on the monks and nuns of Tibetan monasteries. 


Accordingly, we call on the Chinese authorities to release those 
imprisoned simply because they exercised their right to freedom of 
religion and expression, to cease and desist from their assaults on the 
Tibetan people, and to enter into dialogue with the Tibetan 
leadership. 


We call on the Canadian government, in concert with world 
leaders, on this global day of action, to stand in solidarity with the 
Tibetan people, to condemn the repression by Chinese authorities 
and to nurture dialogue with the Tibetan leadership with a view to 
protecting the human security of the Tibetan people. 


CARE 


OPERATION HERO 


Mr. Patrick Brown (Barrie, CPC): Mr. Speaker, a group of local 
Barrie business and community leaders launched Operation Hero last 
year. Operation Hero is a scholarship campaign to help fund students 
of military families to attend Georgian College. 


Fundraising commenced in April 2010, with a goal of reaching $1 
million. Those who have already generously donated $1,000 or more 
have been receiving framed commemorative flags that are now 
scattered across the riding in homes, schools, offices and businesses. 


On October 23, CFB Borden held a 5k, 10k and half marathon in 
support of this great cause. I was very proud to participate with 1,000 
other runners. I am happy to report that donations to Operation Hero 
have now surpassed an astonishing $700,000. 


Operation Hero's scholarships are helping so many young people 
better realize their full potential through post-secondary education. 


I would like to send special thanks to the key organizers: honorary 
colonel for CFB Borden, Jamie Massie; base commander, Colonel 
Louis Meloche; and Georgian College president, Brian Tamblyn. 
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For more information, I ask everyone to visit operationhero.ca. 


@ (1410) 


HOMELESSNESS 


Ms. Denise Savoie (Victoria, NDP): Mr. Speaker, today, I 
congratulate the Greater Victoria Coalition to End Homelessness and 
the many volunteers from my riding who made Homelessness 
Action Week a resounding success. 


Victorians came together to share information, provide services to 
our homeless population and distribute more than 600 survival packs 
of hats and gloves to the homeless. 


I participated in Project Connect and listened to stories from 
Victorians experiencing homelessness and poverty. Many are 
unemployed because of the recession or living in poverty because 
they have disabilities. An increasing number of Victoria seniors are 
resorting to food banks. 


Homelessness is a particularly disturbing aspect of poverty 
because it could so easily be eliminated. I urge the House to come 
together to make homelessness a thing of the past. We can, if we 
want to, make Canada a better place for all. 


TIBET 


Mr. Gordon Brown (Leeds—Grenville, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
today, Tibetans and supporters have gathered outside this very 
building in a desperate cry to stop the crackdown of religious 
freedom in their region. 


Canada has expressed its serious concerns about the human rights 
situation in China, including continuing restrictions on the freedoms 
of expression, association, religion and belief of ethnic Tibetans. We 
remain concerned about the arbitrary detention and treatment of 
political prisoners in Tibet and have raised the issue of Tibetans and 
other religious minorities in China in bilateral meetings and on the 
international stage, including at the United Nations General 
Assembly. ; 


Our government takes the issue of religious freedom in China and 
around the world very seriously. The freedoms of religious belief and 
practice are at the heart of our principled foreign policy. 


We do not hesitate to raise such issues as part of mutually 
respectful, mature dialogue between our two countries and 
encourage substantive dialogue between Chinese leaders and 
religious minorities. 
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WILFRID LAURIER UNIVERSITY 


Mr. Peter Braid (Kitchener — Waterloo, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
last weekend, Wilfrid Laurier University in my riding celebrated its 
100th anniversary. 


For the last century, WLU has provided education excellence and 
developed and inspired the leaders who have shaped our country and 
made a positive difference in the world. 


From its official opening in 1911 as the Evangelical Lutheran 
Seminary of Canada to the present day, Wilfrid Laurier has grown, 
evolved and continues to reach new heights. Today, it is one of 
Canada's top universities, with over 15,000 students leading 
undergraduate and graduate programs and expanding international 
initiatives. 

This anniversary commemorates the historic achievements of this 
university and inspires a new vision of progress and optimism for the 
future. 


I ask members to join me in congratulating Wilfrid Laurier 
University on this significant milestone and wishing it all the best in 
the coming century. 


Kk * 


INDIA 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu (Surrey North, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great sorrow that I extend my sympathies on the 27th anniversary of 
the tragic events of 1984 that targeted Sikh men, women and 
children. 


The New Democratic Party of Canada stands in solidarity with the 
Sikh community, demands justice for the survivors and an 
explanation for why and how this community was targeted by 
organized mobs. 


The victims and survivors of 1984 cannot sit idly by waiting for 
the government to recognize their plight and frustration. 


Rehabilitation support for the broken families, especially the 
trauma the widows and children experienced, must be prioritized. 
The negligence of the police must be examined. The truth and those 
guilty must be brought to justice. These are not demands. These are 
the obligations of a democratic government to its citizens. 


Remembrance is the tie that binds us to our past as it guides us for 
the challenges of the future. 


Lest we forget. 


eK *K 


REMEMBRANCE DAY 


Mr. Dean Allison (Niagara West—Glanbrook, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, from Vimy Ridge to Juno Beach, Kap Yong to Kandahar, 
Canada has always punched above its weight. At home and abroad, 
our men and women in uniform have always represented and 
defended Canadian values. 


Brave soldiers, like one of my constituents, Mr. Edward Carter- 
Edwards, who is on the Hill today, was a prisoner of war in the 
Second World War. 
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The courage, honour and valour shown by the Canadian military 
throughout our country's history is overwhelming. Canada has 
consistently stood by its friends in their time of need and our military 
personnel have proudly led the way. In doing so, many have paid the 
ultimate sacrifice. 


I encourage all my colleagues to take a moment to reflect on the 
sacrifices made by these heroes. 


In the words of Laurence Binyon from his famous poem, “For the 
Fallen”: : 


They shall grow not old, as we that are left grow old: 
Age shall not weary them, nor the years condemn. 
At the going down of the sun and in the morning 
We will remember them. 


@ (1415) 
[Translation] 


LOUISE GRATTON 


Mr. Pierre Jacob (Brome—Missisquoi, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to highlight the exceptional work of a biologist who 
works for an organization in my riding called Appalachian Corridor, 
whose mission is to protect natural areas. Louise Gratton was the 
recipient of the Pierre Dansereau award, presented on Thursday by 
the Association des biologistes du Québec. This award, which was 
created in 2001, is handed out every year by this organization in 
recognition of the exceptional contribution of a biologist through 
research, teaching or communication on biological diversity. 


Over the years, Ms. Gratton has acquired a significant amount of 
expertise in protecting and conserving natural areas, botany and 
environmental management. In addition, her commitment as 
volunteer has been outstanding. The Pierre Dansereau award just 
is one of many awards that she has received. I congratulate this 
scientist for working to protect Quebec's natural heritage. 


*K* 
[English] 


INUIT TAPIRIIT KANATAMI 


Mr. Greg Rickford (Kenora, CPC): Mr. Speaker, today I want to 
recognize a special event that will be taking place at the National 
Arts Centre. 


The Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami, or ITK, will be hosting a gala event 
on November 3 to celebrate its efforts over the past four decades to 
advance Inuit issues as a national representative organization. 


To help commemorate this important milestone, the National Film 
Board, in collaboration with Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 
Development, is launching a one of a kind collection of Inuit films. 


This collection will give Inuit a lasting record of their vibrant 
culture and provide all Canadians the opportunity to appreciate how 
Inuit continue to shape and enrich our country. 


ITK is a valued partner of the Government of Canada in our 
efforts to build a prosperous north and improve the well-being of 
aboriginal peoples. 
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I encourage all members of the House to attend the gala on 
November 3. 


k x % 


TAKE OUR KIDS TO WORK 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
every year on the first Wednesday of November, thousands of grade 
9 students participate in the Take Our Kids to Work program. Now in 
its 17th year, this program sees over 200,000 students take part in a 
day-long job-shadowing experience at approximately 75,000 
businesses and organizations in Canada. 


As part of this year's event, the Learning Partnership, with the 
support of the Scotiabank Group, held the Ultimate Dream Job 
contest. The national online photo contest ran six weeks and was 
chosen by public voting. 


I am pleased to announce that Jacob Halloran, a grade 9 student 
from Guysborough in my riding, has been selected this year's 
winner. 


Jacob will meet today with His Excellency the Right Hon. David 
Johnston and our very own distinguished Speaker of the House. 


More than 40,000 people nationally and internationally partici- 
pated in this year's contest. Jacob's dream is to become a musician. 
Jacob's sincerity, creativity, determination and inspiration obviously 
made an impression. 


Take Our Kids to: Work is the Learning Partnership's signature 
program. It connects young people with work. The goal is to give as 
many young Canadians as possible the opportunity to explore career 
options and interests. 


I would like to commend the Learning Partnership and Scotiabank 
Group for their continued support— 


The Speaker: Order. I am afraid the hon. member has run out of 
time. 


The hon. member for Moncton—Riverview—Dieppe. 


*** 
[Translation] 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Robert Goguen (Moncton—Riverview—Dieppe, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, the NDP's interim leader made a mistake last week 
when she was talking about jobs and the economy. She was speaking 
to her friends from the days when she was a union leader. She quoted 
inaccurate statistics and incorrectly stated that the unemployment 
rate is on the rise. 


Our Conservative government is focusing on what concerns 
Canadians: job creation and economic growth. Canada has created 
more than 650,000 jobs since July 2009, the strongest growth in the 
G7. But Canada is not immune to the economic turmoil and 
turbulence the world is experiencing, particularly in Europe and the 
United States. As a result, the Conservative government is working 
hard to implement the next phase of Canada's economic action plan. 


The last thing Canadian families want is another tax increase that 
would lead to job losses and hurt the economy. This is yet another 
example that illustrates why the NDP— 


© (1420) 
The Speaker: The hon. member for Jeanne-Le Ber. 


kK * 
[English] 
CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION 
Mr. Tyrone Benskin (Jeanne-Le Ber, NDP): Mr. Speaker, from 
Mr. Dressup to The Friendly Giant, Bobino and Monsieur Surprise, 
The Beachcombers, King of Kensington, La Famille Plouffe, and 


Séraphin, these are just a few of the images and characters that have 
contributed to our identity as Canadians. 


For 75 years the CBC has reflected and shared who we are as 
Canadians from coast to coast to coast and around the world. We | 
heard the news from Knowlton Nash and Bernard Derome, and the 
world heard us through Lorne Greene and Marcel Ouimet. 


For 75 years, CBC Radio plays have brought our unique 
storytellers to the world. 
[Translation] 

CBC has greatly contributed to shaping our identity as Canadians 
and Quebeckers. In Quebec, Radio-Canada has represented the 


culture and people, thus helping to make Quebec the strong and 
vibrant nation that it is today. 


[English] 
For 75 years, CBC has given us the best in good times and in bad. 


Today I stand to salute the men and women past and present who 
have helped represent Canadians at home and abroad. 


Happy birthday to CBC. 


[Translation] 


Happy birthday, CBC. 


EU oe al 
[English] 


NEW DEMOCRATIC PARTY 


Mr. Joe Preston (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the disunited NDP is showing Canadians again and again 
that it does not have a plan when it comes to key issues. 


Other than hiking taxes on millions of Canadians, which is the one 
issue NDP members from their placeholder leader to their president 
Brian Topp stand united behind, the NDP is divided on important 
questions. 


The NDP is disunited when it comes to fairness in the 
shipbuilding process, the merit-based selection of Supreme Court 
justices, and marketing freedom for western Canadian farmers. A 
senior leadership candidate is calling for a proposed merger with the 
Liberals. The list goes on. The placeholder NDP leader even makes 
up Statistics with regard to employment numbers. 
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These are yet more worrying examples that the disunited NDP is 
not fit to govern. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
[Translation] 


JUSTICE 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, this is what the Quebec justice minister had to say about the 
Conservatives' approach to justice: “The solutions proposed by Bill 
C-10 do not meet the stated objective of public safety, nor do they 
address the actual needs of punishing offenders and preventing crime 
and recidivism.” The Government of Quebec has said that it will not 
pay for the Conservatives' regressive strategy. 


Are the Conservatives going to make Quebec pay against its will? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, what most of the people in 
Quebec and the rest of Canada want is a more effective justice 
system. They want us to crack down on dangerous criminals, ensure 
that the streets are safe and enhance security. Let us stop always 
debating and wanting to pit rehabilitation against deterrence. They 
go hand in hand. They are not mutually exclusive. 


Now, we have to fulfill our mandate of making our streets safer 
and we intend to do so through Bill C-10. 


[English] 
Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, it is not only Quebec that is unhappy, but Ontario is 


unhappy as well with the Conservatives' plan to download the costs 
of its wrong on crime agenda to the provinces. 


To quote Premier McGuinty: 


{I]f, for example, you want us to build new prisons in Ontario and staff those 
prisons with highly trained personnel, that's an additional cost to us and it is 
incumbent upon you, as the creator of those costs, to come up with the money. 


Will the Conservatives come up with the money, or just download 
the costs of its prisons agenda onto the provinces? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canadians gave our 
government a strong mandate to keep our streets and communities 
safe. The opposition parties are demanding tougher laws for law- 
abiding farmers and duck hunters while opposing tougher penalties 
for violent criminals and rapists who prey on children. 


_ Thope that in her third question she will quote a third government, 
the Manitoba NDP government, which supports Bill C-10. 
@ (1425) 

Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, another province, British Columbia, is also unhappy and 
has raised concerns. 


With the Conservatives playing hide and seek on the costs, 
provinces like British Columbia do not even know how big the final 
bill will be. 


British Columbia's solicitor general, Shirley Bond, said: 


Oral Questions 


Any time you impose minimum sentences there are going to be downstream 
impacts for us just in terms of capacity and cost.... 


How much will British Columbia have to pay to implement the 
Conservatives' prisons agenda? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have a responsibility 
here. We have a clear mandate, and the majority of Canadians are 
seeking tougher penalties for violent criminals and rapists who prey 
on children. 


This is what we are doing. We are making laws more severe to 
ensure safety in our streets. To be more severe is not the opposite of 
rehabilitation; it is complementary. We should get out of these 
ideological debates. 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
message from the provinces to the government is clear. They are 
worried about being saddled with the costs of the Conservatives! 
wrong-headed prisons agenda that will not reduce crime. 


This out-of-touch government wants the provinces to foot the bill 
for more jails, more staff and more congestion in the courts. 


Where does the government expect the provinces to get the 
money, from health care and education? How many front-line police 
officers will be taken off the streets to pay for the Conservatives' 
megaprisons? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
it is very clear there are benefits to actually putting rapists and 
dangerous criminals behind bars. It means that ordinary Canadians 
are protected. 


I know that the opposition NDP would like to target duck hunters, 
sport shooters and farmers in my riding, but that will not bring the 
crime rate down. Targeting real criminals will. 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, past 
transfers to the provinces will not help pay the billions in bills from 
the government's misguided prisons agenda. 


Experts have testified at committee that this bill will not actually 
improve public safety. The Canadian Bar Association's criminal 
justice section, made up of prosecutors and defence counsel, called 
the bill counterproductive. Yet, the government is bullying provinces 
into writing a blank cheque with taxpayers' money. 


Will the government listen to the provinces and abandon its out of 
touch prisons agenda? When will it start helping provinces and 
communities invest in crime prevention and more front-line police 
officers? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, | 
I would suggest to the member that he perhaps go to downtown 
Winnipeg and speak to members of his party, the NDP party, that 
holds government there, that supports Bill C-10, and wants to 
actually see dangerous offenders in prison. 


It is willing to pay the cost and, furthermore, it does not want the 
long gun registry. It knows it is a waste of resources. It knows it 
detracts police from actually hunting down real criminals. 
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THE ECONOMY 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, my question 


is for the government on the question that I think still preoccupies 
most Canadians, which is the economy. 


We on this side of the House are finding it hard to understand why 
the government is still pursuing an ideological path when it actually 
has an opportunity to do something about two very direct issues 
which we have raised before. The first one is the increase in 
employment insurance premiums, which makes zero economic sense 
at the present time. The second is the failure to ensure that tax 
benefits and credits go to those Canadians who need it most. 


Why is the government having such a hard time addressing these 
two questions? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, the path that we are taking 
is working and we are following that path. Canada has created over 
650,000 jobs and the Liberals voted against it. We allowed income 
splitting for older people and they voted against it. 


We created measures to ensure the fees for EI premiums would not 
increase and the Liberals voted against it. Now they are opposing the 
tax credit for hiring SMEs and, once again, they will vote against it. 


© (1430) 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, there is a 
$1.2 billion employment insurance premium increase at a time when 
the world economy is hitting a very heavy storm, and when 
Canadians and small businesses need help. I am asking the 
government to take off the ideological blinkers. Let the government 
see what needs to be done and let the government respond to what is 
a clear and compelling need of small business, workers and the 
people of Canada. That is what it is not responding to. 


[Translation] 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, let us talk about payroll 
taxes. Each time we have taken action to protect jobs, the Liberals 
have voted against it. Recently, we took steps to scale back the 
recommended increase in EI premiums and, once again, the Liberals 
are against them. They are making a fuss today, but when it comes 
time to vote and actually take real action that will affect all Canadian 
taxpayers, they are not shy about voting against such action. That is 
precisely what is so offensive and shameful. 


KK * 


AUDITOR GENERAL 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, clearly, the 
process for appointing an Auditor General is seriously flawed. The 
government cannot announce in a job posting that a position requires 
proficiency in both official languages and then appoint someone who 
is not qualified based on the government's own requirements. This is 
an affront to the principles of natural justice. 


Will the government agree to postpone the vote, until all the 
parties can come to an agreement on the appointment of the next 
Auditor General? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, Mr. Ferguson was chosen 


on the basis of merit for his capabilities. He is very capable. He must 
speak French. He said he would learn to speak French. He is taking 
French lessons and he will speak French. Here is what Sheila Fraser 
said: 


He will be a very good auditor general. He is very capable, a very nice person and 
I think once parliamentarians get to know him, they will appreciate him. 


Learning a second language is not easy, but others have done it before him. It is 
possible. I think Mike is a very intelligent person. He knows it is important for him to 
become bilingual. 


The matter is therefore closed. 


XX *% 


JUSTICE 


Mr. Sylvain Chicoine (Châteauguay—Saint-Constant, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, the government's crime legislation is misguided. It will 
cost taxpayers billions of dollars, but the government does not seem 
too concerned about that because it is sending the bill to the 
provinces. Quebec has no intention of absorbing this undisclosed 
expense and it is not the only province refusing to do so. This 
government is not even considering the provinces. 


When will the government realize that its plan completely misses 
the mark? 


[English] 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member has 
not taken into consideration the thoughts of the voters of this country 
who gave us a mandate to crack down on crime. That being said, I 
understand the NDP position. Any money being spent to crack down 
on people in the long gun registry is okay, but its members draw the 
line when it goes after drug traffickers and child pornographers. 


Canadians gave us a mandate to go after criminals in this country 
and that is exactly what we are going to do. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Sylvain Chicoine (Châteauguay—Saint-Constant, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, the provinces are right to refuse to cut their social 
services in order to fund megaprisons, especially when Canadians do 
not even know how much such a program will cost. The NDP has 
been saying from the beginning that this program will cost 
Canadians an absolute fortune without any certainty that it will 
have a real impact on reducing the crime rate. 


Will this government go back to the drawing board and consult the 
provinces to ensure that they are not penalized by such a misguided 
program? 


[English| 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have had extensive 
consultation with the provinces. They are all very aware of the pieces 
of legislation that we have put together. The administration of justice 
is, of course, the responsibility of the provinces. 
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That being said, I was very pleased when I saw in the last budget 
that there was an increase for the transfer to the provinces of $2.4 
billion to allow them to fulfill their constitutional responsibilities. All 
of us should support that and take some comfort in that. 


**K* 


PUBLIC SAFETY 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu (Surrey North, NDP): Mr. Speaker, B.C. has 
now joined the list of provinces upset about paying for the 
Conservatives' prison agenda. Provinces want to invest in front line 
police officers so we can have safer communities. However, the 
government is shortchanging the provinces. We know who will pay 
for it, B.C. families. 


Why will the government not let provinces like B.C. have a say in 
how they are going to spend their own money? When will the 
Conservatives finally reveal the full cost of their out of touch prison 
agenda? 

@ (1435) 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
let me get this straight. We should spend more money on police 
officers so that they can catch bad guys, but we should not put them 
in prison. That is the fundamental flaw with the NDP philosophy. 
The members believe in talking tough as long as we do not do 
anything. 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member for Windsor— 
Tecumseh. 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
that is just so typical of that minister and that government. They do 
not understand— | 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member for Windsor — 
Tecumseh has the floor. 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Mr. Speaker, they have no concept of what 
front line police officers do in terms of preventing crime. 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order, please. As I said earlier this week, if 
members cannot come to order, they might find themselves short of 
questions. Order, please. 


The hon. member for Windsor—Tecumseh. 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Mr. Speaker, the Conservatives are about to 
stick the provinces with a billion-plus dollars in bills for their prison 
agenda. Ontario has said enough and it is demanding that the 
Conservatives pay for their own prison agenda, not the provinces. 
They want front line police officers, not more prisons, just front line 
police officers. That is where the money should be spent. 


The Conservatives do not understand. I do not understand the 
humour that is coming from that side of the House. 


However, if they are so hell-bent on ramming through this bill, 
will they at least listen to the three provinces that have come forward 
and said, “We're not paying the shot”. Ontario, Quebec and British 
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Columbia are not paying the shot. The government should pay the 
shot. 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
I do respect my colleague opposite, but I know that he comes from a 
long and distinguished career of defending criminals, as a defence 
criminal lawyer. Our perception is a little bit different. 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order, please. I know it is a Wednesday. We are 
barely a third of the way through the list. The hon. Minister of Public 
Safety has the floor and has a right to respond to the question. 


The hon. Minister of Public Safety. 


Hon. Vic Toews: Mr. Speaker, as I was saying, I understand the 
perspective that the member has, given his choice in career, and it is 
an honourable profession. 


It is not the position, though, that our government takes. Our 
government takes a balanced approach. We want to ensure that 
victims are protected, that prisoners are— 


The Speaker: The hon. member for Western Arctic. 


“x ** 


FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Mr. Dennis Bevington (Western Arctic, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday, the Privacy Commissioner repudiated Conservative 
claims about gun registry data. She confirmed records could be 
shared with the provinces. Once again out of touch Conservative 
talking points failed to hold up under scrutiny. The Privacy 
Commissioner says all it takes is an agreement between the 
government and the provinces. 


Will the government agree to drop the ideology and negotiate with 
those provinces that want to use the records to protect their citizens? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
last night, this House historically passed at second reading the 
ending the long gun registry act by a vote of 156 to 123. 


Despite the fact that that member told his constituents that he 
would vote to end the gun registry, once and for all, he failed his 
constituents. This government does not fail the people we made that 
promise to. 


Ms. Francoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): But, Mr. Speaker, the 
government is failing all the victims that we are hearing on Bill C-10 
and not Bill C-19. 


© (1440) 


[Translation] 


The government's arguments do not hold water. The hon. member 
for Desnethé—Missinippi—Churchill River said yesterday that if 
Quebec wants the registry, then it will have to pay for it. However, 
the Privacy Commissioner refutes that argument. There need only be 
an agreement to share the information. There is no breach of privacy 
and there are no costs to cover. The only obstacle is the 
Conservatives. 


Will the government work in good faith with the provinces— 
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The Speaker: Order. The hon. Minister of Public Safety. 
[English] 

Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
with respect to Bill C-10, which my colleague mentioned, I would 
like to point out that one of the staunchest supporters of Bill C-10, 
and the effectiveness of that type of legislation, has been the NDP 
government in Manitoba, which has made it clear that it will stand 
with us against criminals, despite the position of the federal NDP. 


** * 
[Translation] 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 

Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, instead of a serious tendering process, we are stuck with a 
growing list of problems with the F-35s. The cost of the program has 
more than doubled, the F-35s have been defeated in combat 
simulations, communications equipment does not work and, worst of 
all, the pilots are not even safe. It is all very well for the government 
to say that it takes the safety of our troops seriously, but this fiasco 
shows the opposite. 


When will the Minister of National Defence finally admit that he 
has failed? When will he finally review the F-35 program? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, all the information provided by the member is false, 
absolutely false. 


[English] © 


What I continually cannot understand about the NDP is why it 
opposes getting the best equipment for our military, why it opposes 
the incredible benefits these purchases would bring to the entire 
country, including Quebec. I am completely baffled by the position 
taken by the NDP, which runs contrary to the wishes of the military 
and the aerospace industry. 

[Translation] 

Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, every day new problems with the F-35s come to light. 
Today, we have learned from an internal National Defence report that 
the F-35s are so expensive that we cannot afford enough aircraft to 
meet our needs. Consequently, there will be no room to manoeuvre 
in the event of the loss of any of the aircraft. This is in addition to 
concerns about their astronomical cost and safety. 


. When will the government stop denying the truth? When will the 
government finally announce an open and transparent bidding 
process? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, once again that is absolutely false. 


[English] 


The Royal Canadian Air Force has clearly stated the number of 
aircraft it needs, which meets the right balance for its capabilities, as 
well as the balance in terms of the budget. 


We have seen time and time again that every time we have 
brought forward improvements for military personnel, whether it be 
improvements for the children of deceased veterans, whether it be 
improvements for their salaries, for their equipment, whether it is 


anything from the graveyard to the schoolyard, the NDP opposes if it 
would improve things for the Canadian Forces. 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, to date we have been urging the Minister of National 
Defence to put his plan for new fighter jets out to tender, but with the 
air force calling for 80 planes, not 65, what becomes clear is that the 
government has no clear sense of its own requirements. It has no 
plan. 


Why 65 planes? Why a plane that does not work in the north? 
Why a stealth bomber designed to support ground troops? Why blow 
billions on the F-35? 


When will the minister finally admit he has botched this file and 
hit the eject button on the F-35 program? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the short answer is that is the number the air force asked for. 
It has clearly indicated that is the right balance. It has clearly 
indicated that this will allow our pilots in the air force to carry out 
the important work that we ask of them. 


Why is the NDP against giving the best equipment to the best 
pilots to the best air force, that would improve our aerospace, that 
would bring jobs and prosperity to our economy in his province and 
across the country? The NDP's position on this is backward thinking. 


Ep cis kis 
[Translation] 


CHAMPLAIN BRIDGE 


Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, my question 
is for the Bleuet, the minister from the Lac St. Jean region, known for 
its blueberries. 


Today, the papers are reporting that officials have known since 
December 15 that the Champlain Bridge was a safety hazard and that 
it could collapse. We could have expected officials at Transport 
Canada to get together as early as January 6 to find a solution. 
Instead, the government tried to cover its behind and have the blues 
pages handy to respond in case of a leak. 


What did this government hide? When will it tell the truth about 
the safety of the Champlain Bridge? We want to know. 


@ (1445) 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have invested in maintaining this bridge in 
several budgets. Our government was happy to make an announce- 
ment recently, through the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities, that we would replace the Champlain Bridge and 
build a new bridge over the St. Lawrence River. These are important 
advances. 


I hope that we will have the support of the hon. member for these 
projects. 


Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I asked for a 
blueberry and got a lemon. I wanted to know what was going on. 


November 2, 2011 


The problem is that a decision could have been made on January 
6. But we had to wait until October to find out what was going on. 
Even people at Delcan are saying that it makes no sense and that the 
bridge could collapse. We have waited all this time and we do not 
know if the bridge will last another 10 years. 


Instead of having to one day appear before a commission of 
inquiry into the collapse of the Champlain Bridge, could the 
government table the inspection reports? People are crossing that 
bridge. Instead of hearing what the minister will say, we want to 
know whether the bridge is safe. 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, our minister has demonstrated true leadership 
on this issue. We have made investments to maintain this bridge. The 
minister has announced a plan to replace the bridge. The Liberals 
never did that. 


We should focus on infrastructure and not on a Montreal member's 
campaign for mayor. 


[English] 
THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
international scientists have asked that the cuts to ozone research be 
reversed. Thousands of Canadians have signed petitions. We have 
hosted a non-partisan breakfast on Parliament Hill on ozone research 
that has showed how important ozone research is, and Canada's 
leadership. 


Will the government unequivocally commit today that there will 
be absolutely no cuts to ozone research in Canada? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as I have assured the House any number of times in recent 
weeks, Environment Canada will continue to monitor the ozone. The 
World Ozone and Ultraviolet Data Centre will continue to deliver 
world-class services. 


This government makes no apologies whatsoever for trying to find 
the most cost effective ways of protecting the Canadian environ- 
ment. 


wk * 


AUDITOR GENERAL 


Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
experience with analyzing and assessing program spending to 
ensure real results are being delivered for Canadians, experience 
with risk methodology consistent with the Treasury Board 
Secretariat's integrated management framework. 


[Translation] 
Those are some of the qualifications that were on the French- 
language job poster put out by the headhunting firm hired by the 


Conservatives to find a candidate for the position of Auditor 
General. 


My question is simple: how much were these headhunters paid? 
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Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have already said that 
the government looked for qualified candidates who were more or 
less bilingual. Upon completion of a rigorous process, the most 
qualified candidate was chosen. Again yesterday, Mr. Ferguson said 
that he wants to and will learn French. However, he has other skills 
that are important for this position. 


Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, what I 
find interesting about this job posting is that the profile highlights do 
not mention proficiency in both official languages. There is nothing 
about that. Nada. Zip. Zero. Moreover, the Conservatives cannot tell 
us how much they paid the headhunters to put a unilingual job 
posting on their website. 


Why did the Conservatives not feel it necessary to find an Auditor 
General who is proficient in both languages, as defined by the 
government's criteria? 


© (1450) 
[English] 
And the job posting was in English only. 


[Translation] : 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Mr. Ferguson is the most 
qualified candidate. He has said that he wants to and will learn 
French. 


[English] 


He is supported by the former auditor general, Madam Fraser. He 
is supported by those who have worked most closely with him. The 
Premier of New Brunswick and even the interim Liberal leader of 
New Brunswick have supported his candidacy because he is the 
most qualified for the position. 


wk K* 


G20 SUMMIT 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, Canadians 
saw for the first time today disturbing images from inside the 
notorious G20 detention centre. These makeshift cages held almost 
900 people in crowded conditions with very little food, water or even 
a door on the toilet. 


This was the largest mass arrest in Canadian history and the 
majority of these people were never charged. A year and a half later 
Canadians are still waiting for answers and waiting for the 
government to accept responsibility. 


When will it conduct an inquiry into the G20 summit? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
if the member has specific knowledge of some wrongdoing by police 
officers in the course of executing their duty, it is his obligation to 
provide that to the provincial authorities that were in charge of that 
facility during that time. 
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Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, these are the 
kind of answers of which Canadians are getting tired. Toronto was 
turned upside down by this summit. While the Muskoka minister can 
find millions for his riding, small businesses in my community are 
still waiting for their compensation. 


When will the government properly compensate Toronto 
businesses and finally provide answers, not just to Toronto but to 
the entire country about the G20 calamity? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the losses and damages done to Toronto businesses are 
deeply regrettable. The claims process has been an independent 
process that has been in place since the previous government put it in 
place in 2001. It has been used successfully in previous summits. 


In the spring I committed to having my office undertake a 
complete review of the claims process. Following that review, I can 
assure the member opposite that Toronto businesses were treated just 
as fairly as every other previous summit. 


** * 


INTERNATIONAL TRADE 


Mrs. Nina Grewal (Fleetwood—Port Kells, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
our government is squarely focused on what matters to Canadians: 
jobs and economic growth. I remind the NDP that in these 
challenging times there is simply no better job creator than free 
and open trade. That is why we are negotiating a free trade 
agreement with India that could help our economy grow by $6 
billion a year and increase our two-way trade by almost 50%. 


Could the parliamentary secretary tell the House what our 
government is doing to further advance the job creating pro-trade 
plan? 

Mr. Gerald Keddy (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
International Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities 
Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the member for Fleetwood—Port Kells for her strong support for our 
job-creating free trade plan. 


Today, as many members in the House know, already the Minister 
of International Trade is beginning a week-long trade mission to 
India. With 1.2 billion consumers in India, India represents 
tremendous opportunities for Canadian workers and businesses of 
all sizes. 


Deepening Canada's trading relationship with India will help 
protect and strengthen the financial security of hard-working 
Canadians, and it is all part of our pro trade free trade plan. 


kK ** 


POVERTY 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the growing gap between the rich and the rest of us is brought home 
when we see the number of Canadians now relying on food banks. 
However, the government's insulting response was “tough luck, get a 
job”. 


Thirty-eight per cent of food bank users are children. Food Banks 
Canada is saying that investments in child care can help. When will 
the government invest in a high-quality, affordable child care 


program, or is its answer to our nation's hungry children that they 
should also just get a job? 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is unfortunate that people are going 
to food banks, but the statistics speak for themselves. The percentage 
of children living in low-income families has declined significantly 
from a peak of 18.4% under the Liberal government in 1996 to 9.5% 
in 2009 under this government. The poverty rate among children of 
single mothers fell to an all-time low of 21.5% under this 
government and— 


© (1455) 
The Speaker: The hon. member for Nanaimo—Cowichan. 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
let us use the statistic that 38% of food bank users are children. There 
is a Statistic. 


If the parliamentary secretary would put aside her talking points, 
she would see the economy has lost thousands of good full-time 
jobs. The cost of living is skyrocketing and Canadians are having a 
harder time making ends meet. That is why so many are turning to 
the food banks. Eight hundred and fifty thousand people are using 
food banks in Canada and that is unacceptable. 


Will the parliamentary secretary tell us what her government is 
doing right now to address this crisis? 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, every action we have taken to help 
Canadian families has allowed them to become more independent 
and helped them contribute to the economy and to their commu- 
nities. 


We will continue to make investments to make a positive 
difference in the lives of Canadian families. We have enhanced the 
national child benefit and the child tax credit. We brought the 
universal child care benefit into effect, which has brought over 
24,000 families and over 55,000 children over the poverty line. 


What has the NDP done? 


* ** 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, national food banks yesterday reported that over 46% in 
Alberta and 63% in Saskatchewan of rural users are aboriginal. Ten 
per cent of all food bank users are first nations, Métis or Inuit. That 
represents a lot of aboriginal women and children. Many rural 
communities do not even have a food bank to turn to. To their credit, 
the Samson First Nation women have started a soup kitchen to fill 
the stomachs of those in need in their community. 
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What happened to the government's commitment to end 
discrimination against Canada's aboriginal peoples and to ensure 
they also benefited from our economy? 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we are working with 
first nations like the Samson Cree Nation. What is important is that 
we provide the proper incentives to get people supporting good 
government, that there is economic development so they can look 
forward to jobs and prosperity and that we do the right things in 
terms of K to 12 education. Those are all things we are working on 
in a joint action plan with the national chiefs, and we have made 
much progress. 


[Translation] 


POVERTY 


Ms. Isabelle Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, food banks are an important service provided for our 
communities. 


In my riding of Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine, a church was 
vandalized this week and the thieves even robbed the food bank. 
Unfortunately, too many families with young children depend on 
that food bank. This is devastating for them and completely 
unacceptable. 


When will the government really do something to tackle poverty 
among young people, so that families will not be so vulnerable? 
[English] 

Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the best way to fight poverty in Canada 
is to get Canadians working. 


The economic action plan is doing just that, growing the economy 
by 650,000 net new jobs since July 2009. 


Whether it be the working income tax benefit that has helped low- 
income Canadians over the welfare wall or the unprecedented 
investments in training, this government has a plan. Why is the NDP 
member not voting for it? 


wk *K* 


JUSTICE 


Hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I want to come back to Bill C-10. 


Canada's crime rate keeps going down. It is a fact. Why does the 
government want to impose on Canadians the dumb-on-crime Le 
jail agenda that has failed in the U.S.? 


It will have a huge cost and it shows a total disregard for our 
overtaxed justice system. Quebec, Ontario and British Columbia 
refuse to pay for this nonsense. 


Will the government listen to them and replace Bill C-10 with a 
policy to really fight crime and bring more justice and safety to 
Canadians? 

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, that is exactly what we 
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are doing, but then again, if the hon. member is in fact motivated by 
statistics, he might find it interesting to know that drug crimes are 
actually going up in this country and that sexual exploitation of 
children is going up in this country. 


If the statistics are what is motivating him, then he should be the 
first one on his feet to be supporting us on Bill C-10. 


**K* 
@ (1500) 
[Translation] 


PUBLIC SAFETY 


Hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, the problem with his policy is that it does not protect 
victims; it creates victims. The government concealed the fact that it 
wanted to destroy the firearms registry's database. This is a brutal act 
that has been widely condemned. The Government of Quebec wants 
to preserve the data in order to ensure the safety of police officers 
and the public, and the federal Privacy Commissioner considers that 
justified. Since the Conservatives are failing in their duty, at the very 
least, they must stop standing in the way and allow the Quebec 
government to use the data. 


[English] 


If the Conservatives do not want to lead, will they at least get out 
of the way? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
for years that member's government was busy targeting law-abiding 
hunters, farmers and sport shooters and treating them as criminals. 


We have consistently opposed this wasteful and ineffective 
measure, which does nothing to keep guns out of the hands of 
criminals. 


Our government received a strong mandate from Canadians in 
order to ensure that we end the long gun registry and actually stand 
up for victims against real criminals. 


XX % 


CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION 


Mr. Tyrone Benskin (Jeanne-Le Ber, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
government has a bizarre way of celebrating anniversaries. To 
honour the CBC's 75th anniversary, the government has decided to 
stage a witch hunt, led by the member for Peterborough. 


Canadians are particularly concerned about the commitiee's 
decision to deliberate in secret behind closed doors. 


My question is for the chairperson of the Standing Committee on 
Access to Information, Privacy and Ethics. Can she update the 
House on the status of the anti-CBC motion? 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
incredibly, a majority of committee members voted to meet in 
camera at this time to deal with the business before the committee. 
This keeps our committee deliberations secret and effectively 
prevents committee members from commenting on the business 
before the committee. 
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I know many members believe Canadians have a right to know, 
but I must report that the majority of members decided that the 
public will not be allowed to hear these debates. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Tyrone Benskin (Jeanne-Le Ber, NDP): Mr. Speaker, while 
the budget for the Prime Minister's Office is skyrocketing under the 
Conservatives, our public broadcaster has shown remarkable fiscal 
discipline. Yet the Conservatives continue to attack the CBC. The 
Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Languages appeared on 
television boasting about the draconian cuts and issuing thinly-veiled 
threats about further cuts. 


Will the minister protect the legacy of our public broadcaster and 
invest in its future? 


[English] 
Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 


Official Languages, CPC): Yes, Mr. Speaker, we are demanding 
accountability at the CBC. For shame. 


For Canadians watching question period today, this is very 
instructive. The NDP started question period by saying we should 
not spend more money on fighting crime. Then it said we should not 
spend more money on the Canadian Forces so that they have the 
equipment they need. Now the NDP stands up and says, “However, 
let us give hundreds of millions more to the CBC”. 


That tells us everything we need to know about that party versus 
where Canadians stand. 


**K* 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Rodney Weston (Saint John, CPC): Mr. Speaker, today our 
Prime Minister is en route to the G20 summit in France. 


The global economic situation is very fragile, and he will stress to 
other leaders the need to move forward with critical reforms to 
achieve concrete solutions at the summit. 


Canada still continues to lead with its economic recovery. We 
have the strongest job creation record in the G7, with approximately 
650,000 net new jobs since July 2009, nearly 90% of them full-time 
jobs. 


Can the Minister of State (Finance) please update the House on 
what the international community thinks of Canada's economy? 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the Prime Minister will represent Canadian interests at the 
G20 summit and stress the need to reach concrete solutions to 
support the global economic recovery. 


Canada has shown that we have a prudent and responsible 
economic plan that has helped Canada become one of the strongest 
economies in the western world. The IMF praised us again this week 
by saying that Canada has made decisive policy responses to recent 
economic turbulence; it also applauded our plan to get back to 
balance as a very necessary step. 


That is very important. Our Prime Minister — 
@ (1505) 
The Speaker: The hon. member for Sydney—Victoria. 
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ATLANTIC CANADA 


‘Hon. Mark Eyking (Sydney—Victoria, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
Conservative job cuts continue in Atlantic Canada. 


First it was DFO, then Service Canada, then ACOA, and now it is 
Transport Canada. We found out Marine Atlantic has sold two ships 
to a company in India, when there was a Canadian company that 
could have bid to dismantle these ships right in Cape Breton. 


Not only have we lost 60 good-paying trade jobs, but this would 
also have been a great economic boost to a local industry. Why is the 
Prime Minister letting another minister bleed jobs away from 
Atlantic Canada? 


Hon. Steven Fletcher (Minister of State (Transport), CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, in fact the government has invested over $520 million 
in Marine Atlantic and has improved the ferry service dramatically. It 
has been tiber-successful. 


The other parties have voted against all our measures to improve 
Marine Atlantic service, which is a great boon for the economy and 
for the people and culture of Newfoundland and Nova Scotia. 


Why do those members hate Nova Scotia and Newfoundland? 


[Translation] 


STATUS OF WOMEN 


Ms. Mylène Freeman (Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, yesterday we learned in the World Economic 
Forum report that Canadian women are still far from achieving pay 
equity. For every dollar earned by a man, a woman earns only 736. . 
The gap is even greater when we are talking about aboriginal, 
immigrant or disabled women and mothers. Canada ranks 38th— 
behind Albania, Bahrain and Zimbabwe. Canada has been failing in 
this regard for decades. 


When will the government acknowledge the pay equity problems 
in this country? 


[English] 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have an unparalleled 
record with respect to women's rights and making sure that the state 
has obligations in this area. We do not take a back seat to anybody 
with respect to that issue. 


We have certain recommendations in the future that we are 
pondering, but at this time we are proud of our record and we will 
continue on. 
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FIREARMS REGISTRY 
Mr. Jay Aspin (Nipissing—Timiskaming, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
last night our Conservative government passed the ending the long- 
gun registry act at second reading, which marks a significant 
milestone toward scrapping the long gun registry once and for all. 


Our Conservative government is strongly united behind this 
proposal. The NDP, many of whose members ran in the last election 
on ending the long gun registry, is showing some clear signs of 
disunity. 


Could the Minister of Public Safety please comment on last night's 
vote? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
I want to thank the member for his hard work on this file. 


I repeat that last night the second reading of the ending the long- 
gun registry act was historically passed by the House on a vote of 
152-123, but again many members of the NDP who ran on ending 
the long gun registry listened to their Ottawa bosses rather than to 
the voices of their constituents. 


However, cracks in the NDP caucus showed up. Members from 
Thunder Bay—Rainy River and Thunder Bay—Superior North 
stood up and voted with the government. Some of those other 
members still have time to do the right thing. 


*** 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
winter is hitting the James Bay coast, yet as a result of a severe 
housing crisis, families there are living in tents and cabins. This past 
Friday the communities of Kashechewan, Attawapiskat and Fort 
Albany declared a state of emergency. 


I am sure the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 
Development shares my concern, particularly with the risk posed to 
young children and the elderly in these communities. Will he direct 
his staff to work with the communities and the Mushkegowuk tribal 
council to address the severe housing crisis in those communities 
and get these Canadian citizens the decent housing they deserve? 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Devélopment, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the 
question from the member for Timmins—James Bay. Of course, my 
officials have worked with the first nations on the James Bay coast 
and will continue to do so there, as well as elsewhere. 


For example, we provided significant funding for the Attawa- 
piskat First Nation on the James Bay coast for housing. This 
included a significant boost from our economic action plan and 
funding dedicated to a new subdivision, in which 44 houses have 
been completed. 


We are actively working with first nations towards greater 
effectiveness and accountability in housing managed— 
@ (1510) 

The Speaker: Order, please. 


The hon. member for Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Matane— 
Matapédia. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


2853 


Points of Order 


[Translation] 


FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Mr. Jean-Francois Fortin (Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Ma- 
tane—Matapédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, to justify their ideological 
decision to destroy the firearms registry data, the Conservatives are 
prepared to do anything, even mislead the public. The Minister of 
Public Safety said, “the information was created under a specific 
piece of legislation...It would be unlawful for the information that 
was collected to remain in the hands of individuals after the 
legislation is repealed.” That is absolutely not true. The Privacy 
Commissioner, Jennifer Stoddart, has confirmed that it is indeed 
legal to transfer the data to Quebec. 


My question is simple: why is the government lying to the public? 
[English] 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
our government has introduced legislation to scrap the wasteful and 
ineffective long gun registry once and for all. Our legislation will 
destroy the records, which are inaccurate and unreliable and 
becoming increasingly so over time. : 


I hope that the member has the decency to apologize; if not, I hope 
that you, Mr. Speaker, will take the appropriate steps for the 
unparliamentary language that the member used. 


*K*K*K 


PRESENCE IN GALLERY 


The Speaker: On the upcoming occasion of Veterans' Week, I 
would like to draw to the attention of hon. members the presence in 
the gallery of current serving members and veterans of the Canadian 
Forces, namely Sergeant Bjarne Nielsen, Captain Ashley Collette, 
Warrant Officer John Hryniw, Sergeant John Carr, Brigadier General 
Sheila Hellstrom, Lieutenant-Colonel Shirley Robinson, Sergeant 
Roland Lawless and World War II veteran Mr. Edward Carter- 
Edwards. 


Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 


KK * 


POINTS OF ORDER 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
The Speaker: The Chair has notice of several points of order. 


The hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister. 


Mr. Dean Del Mastro (Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime 
Minister and to the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, during question period the member of 
Parliament for Jeanne-Le Ber posed a question to the chair of the 
committee on access to information, privacy and ethics. I am kind of 
puzzled by it because it is public record that the NDP actually 
presented a motion to move the committee in camera. That is public. 


What I cannot understand is why the NDP is complaining that it 
found support for that motion. 
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The Speaker: That is not a point of order. 


The hon. Minister of Industry. 
[Translation] 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to bring to 
your attention an incident that happened during question period. It 
was caused by the member for Bourassa. We know that this member 
often uses colourful language, but he used the term “blueberry” to 
describe the hon. member for Lac—Saint-Jean, who is a nice guy, I 
should also point out. If it had ended there, it would not be an issue. 
Unfortunately, when the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Transport, Infrastructure and Communities rose, the member for 
Bourassa called him a “lemon”, suggesting something that does not 
perform well, in fact, something useless. 


I am sure that the member for Bourassa would not stand for being 
insulted in the House without putting up a fight. I am asking for 
common decency: he should withdraw his remarks or apologize to 
the House. 


Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this is the 
first time I have heard that talking about fruit is unparliamentary. I 
did not want to compare apples and oranges, so I chose to speak 
about blueberries and lemons instead. 


[English] 
The Speaker: I will take a look at the blues and get back to the 
House. 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: The hon. Minister of Industry. 
[Translation] 


Hon. Christian Paradis: Mr. Speaker, that was a very predictable 
answer. That is disappointing. My colleague knows full well that the 
term is used in a general sense to call someone useless. 


Since he does not have the decency to at least apologize or 
withdraw his remarks, I would ask that you rule on this matter. 
@ (1515) 


Hon. Denis Coderre: Mr. Speaker, I would never intentionally or 
unintentionally call the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Transport, Infrastructure and Communities useless. That would be 
unparliamentary. 


[English] 


The Speaker: I will examine it and get back to the House. 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 
[English] 


GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to Standing Order 36(8)(b) I have the honour to table, in 
both official languages, the government's response to two petitions. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice: Mr. Speaker, I seek the consent of the 
House to table, in both official languages, documents from the office 
of the Parliamentary Budget Officer which show, beyond a shadow 
of a doubt, that the budget line for the Perimeter Institute has 
increased by 1,270%. 


Thus, my questions were appropriate and the accusations hurled at 
me were unfounded. 


[English] 


The Speaker: Does the hon. member have the unanimous consent 
of the House to table this document? 


Some hon. members: No 


wk ek * 


POLITICAL LOANS ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 


Hon. Tim Uppal (Minister of State (Democratic Reform), 
CPC) moved for leave to introduce Bill C-21, An Act to amend the 
Canada Elections Act (accountability with respect to political loans). 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


XX % 


VETERANS 


Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, “How will you remember?” “Comment vous souviendrez- 
vous?” 


[Translation] 


I am moved as I rise in the House today to inaugurate Veterans' 
Week. I would like to thank my colleagues in this Parliament, 
whether they are practised politicians or new recruits swept in by the 
popular tide, for taking the time to pay the most important national 
tribute, our tribute to those resting in eternal peace for the glory of 
our country and to those who have sacrificed so much for us. 


I am of Irish descent and over the generations my ancestors 
became a part of French Canada. Therefore, I share Quebec's 
particular view of the world. It is from this perspective that I look at 
the world and consider the stories of the great wars and the epic 
battles that I have learned about. Especially as a member of 
Parliament, and now as a minister, I have come to realize the extent 
of the sacrifice made by these men and women whose fate was tragic 
and heroic, but who are too often ignored or forgotten. 


[English] 


The encounters I have had over the last six months, often in places 
steeped in history, have proven to be profoundly moving. From 
Cabaret Rouge, in France, where I paid tribute at the place where the 
remains of the Unknown Soldier were once buried, to the spectacular 
Canadian National Vimy Memorial, where more than 11,000 names 
are engraved, it is impossible not to think about the enormous loss of 
life and sacrifice. 


November 2, 2011 


[Translation] 


Looking at the interminable rows of headstones, which seemed to 
extend forever, I came to a better understanding of the human drama 
behind each one, each soldier, each family, each story, each hard-hit 
community, and also of the history of our country. 


At first, the colonists of New France and the British fought as 
. enemies on the Plains of Abraham, but they later united to fight for 
the common cause of peace and freedom. The two founding nations, 
along with aboriginal peoples and newcomers, fought side by side at 
Châteauguay, for example, during the War of 1812, at the capture of 
the unconquerable Vimy Ridge in 1917, or on the beaches of 
Normandy on June 6, 1944, where the valiant militia of the 
Régiment de La Chaudière—from Beauce—and members of the 
Queen's Own Rifles from Toronto joined together to drive back the 
Nazi invaders and liberate France. 


It was this sacrifice by people of many origins that made Canada 
what it is today, a strong nation that is the envy of the world. The 
sacrifices of these soldiers have united our country. We are what we 
are today because of the sacrifices of these men and women who 
went to their eternal rest, sometimes far away in Europe and other 
distant places, and who transformed our nation. Some of our soldiers 
also returned transformed, with injuries to their souls that burdened 
them until their last breaths. 


It is this blood, spilled in the off lands—European battlefields 
such as Beaumont-Hamel, where 800 Newfoundlanders faced enemy 
fire, or Korea, Cyprus, Bosnia and, more recently, Afghanistan—that 
define who we are. As citizens and parliamentarians, we have a 
responsibility to rediscover these sometimes tragic exploits in order 
to better understand where we are going as individuals, as a people 
and as a nation. 


Let us recognize today that we are indebted to them for every vote 
we hold here in this House, for our freedom and for our ability to 
shape the destiny of our country. 


@ (1520) 
[English] 


One does not need to travel all the way to Vimy in France to be a 
proud Canadian, but I wonder if there is anywhere else on earth 
where that pride could be felt more intensely than on the ridge 
overlooking the plain of Douai. 


It is not necessary either to go back in time to see examples of 
dedication, courage and the gift of self. These values of bravery, 
valour and service transcend time, place and generations. I see it 
today. 


Born in the aftermath of September 2001, where terrorists killed 
almost 3,000 innocent people, Canada's war on terror hit the ground 
in Afghanistan and has seen a decade of a strong involvement from 
large scale military operations to improvements in infrastructure, 
supporting the opening of schools for girls and providing 
humanitarian health. However, that came at a great cost as more 
than 150 Canadians have lost their lives to establish lasting peace. 


Many of these men and women who serve our country without 
hesitation are coming back or returning from the Afghanistan 
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mission. Individuals such as Sergeant Nielsen, who we have just 
recognized, are a symbol of bravery and perseverance. 


On Canada Day, July 1, 2010, Sergeant Nielsen was hit by an 
improvised explosive device in Afghanistan and was severely 
injured. He lost his two legs, but he stood up today in the House, 
which made us very proud. 


I was privileged to meet with Sergeant Nielsen. What struck me 
most was his outlook on life. To him, he was simply doing his job. 
As members can imagine, I was sincerely impressed with Sergeant 
Nielsen's attitude and his willingness to move forward no matter 
what. He said to me, “You can lie down and let the world happen or 
you can get up and do something yourself’. Luckily for us Sergeant 
Nielsen has chosen the latter. 


Mr. Nielsen and his comrades are with us today, his comrades who 
are supporting him and who are supportive of each other, and with 
whom I have had the privilege of having dinner. They serve our 
country with pride and conviction. They fought for peace, freedom, 
democracy and the rule of law. 


We thank our men and women for what they are doing, as they 
continue to do every day to make the lives of the Afghan people 
better and therefore for us so we can live in a better world. 


That is not all. As we conclude the month of women in the 
military, we also have remarkable women who wear the uniform and 
continue to do so today, remarkable individuals such as Brigadier 
General Sheila Hellstrom who was the first woman to earn the title 
and Lieutenant Colonel Shirley Robinson who has devoted her life 
to ensuring women have equal opportunities in the military. 


Nellie McClung once said, "People must know the past to 
understand the present and face the future". These women paved the 
way for all women, not just those who wear the military uniform but 
all Canadian women, and this is an excellent example for the world. 


There are still challenges. Veterans, such as Sergeant Roland 
Lawless, who is the vice-president of the Veterans Emergency 
Transition Services, know it too well. Sergeant Lawless devotes his 
time and efforts to assist our too many homeless veterans in finding 
the support they need. For this, he deserves our full acknowl- 
edgement. 


@ (1525) 


Yesterday, we paid tribute to those who dedicate their lives to 
caring for and supporting our veterans. I refer to the families, of 
course, and the loved ones. 


When an individual joins the Canadian Forces, he or she does so 
by choice. That choice takes a heavy toll on that person's family, 
whether it is being left alone while their loved one is deployed far 
away or whether it is trying to transition to civilian life after years of 
being a military family. All too often, it is the spouses and caregivers 
who are left to provide stability and balance at home. They bear a 
burden very few of us understand but they, too, deserve our 
recognition and respect. 
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[Translation] 


As a nation, we have a duty to remember and honour the exploits 
of those who died defending our ideals. In Libya, we have again 
shown the world that we are determined not to allow a dictator 
massacre his people. This House of Commons is the symbol of our 
freedom and democracy. It is here that we make decisions on behalf 
of the nation and here that we make the lives of these people a 
priority in our country. Thousands of Canadians have paid the 
ultimate price for this freedom, wherever duty called them to serve. 


[English] 


As of last week, our country was tragically struck by the death of 
Sergeant Janick Gilbert and the departure of Master Corporal Byron 
Greff in Afghanistan. 


[Translation] 


Those who for their country gave their lives 

Should hear the prayers of many at their grave. 5 
Theirs is the most beautiful of all beautiful names. 

Compared with them all glory is ephemeral, 

And the voice of an entire people 

Is like a mother's lullaby to them in their graves. 


These are the words of Victor Hugo, which are found in the 
Canadian Merchant Navy Book of Remembrance. 


In the coming days, let us feel humbled by the greatness of these 
fallen men and women, and of those who have served and are 
currently serving. Let each of us, as Parliamentarians, go to our 
communities, cities and towns and take the time to quietly reflect and 
thank them. 


[English] 


“In Flanders fields the poppies [still] blow...”. I would ask my 
colleagues how they will remember and I thank them for rightly 
doing so. 


Lest we forget. Nous nous souviendrons d'eux. 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the hon. Minister of Veterans Affairs for his kind 
words. 


On November 11, we will gather at cenotaphs, Legion halls and 
army, navy and air force halls in communities right across this 
country from coast to coast to coast to pay special tribute to the over 
118,000 men and women who will not be with us on that day, as they 
have made the ultimate sacrifice and are buried in over 70 countries 
around the world, and, as the media reported just recently, we have 
lost a few more. 


These men and women sacrificed themselves for peace, freedom 
and democracy and for the liberation of the free world. We will also 
remember our troops who served in Afghanistan, Libya, Haiti and 
everywhere else. 


Just like my father once said, when he met a Canadian soldier 
during the liberation of the Netherlands, they were looking up at 
Canadian service personnel and saying, “My God, what kind of 
country do they come from“. We live in heaven and most of us do 
not even know it. 
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The reality is that the men and women of the services and those in 
the RCMP gave us our democracy, gave us the country that we call 
home and gave us the country that we can proudly call number one 
in the world. We will never apologize for that. We truly have the best 
armed forces in the world. We also have the greatest veterans in the 
world. However, just as important, we also have the greatest family 
support for our veterans. 


Yesterday, the veterans affairs committee went to the Canadian 
War Museum and we were given a very special gift, the gift of 
remembrance from one of our own here in the House of Commons, 
the hon. member for West Nova, whose great uncle, John Chipman 
Kerr, received the Silver Cross in the Battle of the Somme. We saw 
Mr. Kerr's photo done by A.Y. Jackson. We saw his Silver Cross 
medal and other medals donated by the family to the Canadian War 
Museum. We thank the member for West Nova for sharing his family 
history with all of us. It was very kind of him. 


I could single out so many veterans and armed forces personnel 
but there is one that I would like to single out today. I would like to 
recognize a sad chapter in our military history. 


In 1944, a bunch of Canadian airmen were shot down over Paris. 
Unfortunately, 26 of them were taken, against the Geneva 
Convention, to the Buchenwald concentration camp where they 
were not supposed to go. For quite a while, they were interrogated 
by the Gestapo. Those men not only showed bravery and courage in 
what they did but they survived. 


There are only 4 of those 26 brave Canadian airmen who were in 
the Buchenwald camp and we are blessed and honoured to have one 
of them with us today. Mr. Ed Carter-Edwards of Smithville, 
Ontario, is with us today, as was recognized by the Speaker earlier. 
He has shown tremendous courage and bravery. It is his wish that the 
story of what he and his comrades went through is never forgotten. 
Just as important, there is no way Mr. Ed Carter-Edwards could have 
come back to Canada, lived a normal life and raised his family 
without the loving support of his wife of over 65 years, Lois, who is 
with him today. We thank her very much for that. 


Ed Carter-Edwards and the many other veterans who are still with 
us from World War II and Korea are examples of the very best of 
Canada, the very best of what this country had to offer the world. 
When the world asked, we came calling. Our veterans sacrificed 
themselves. Those men and women volunteered. 


Our aboriginal people were exempted from wars but they went 
anyway. They formed the greatest fighting force of all time. They 
showed the true spirit of the maple leaf. Unfortunately, many of them 
laid down their lives so that we can sit in the House of Commons and 
debate the issues of the day and look after our families and call 
Canada number one. 
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@ (1530) 


All of us in the House of Commons salute Ed Carter-Edwards and 
all the current service personnel, those who have served in the past, 
those who are serving today and the young cadets who will be 
serving in the future. We thank them and love them all. We cannot 
thank them enough for all the work they have done. God bless them. 


Lest we forget. 
@ (1535) 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am truly 
honoured to speak on behalf of my leader and the Liberal Party of 
Canada as we honour our veterans today in the House of Commons. 
I want to say at the outset how profoundly I appreciate what veterans 
have done for Canada in the cause of peace around the world. 


As I was preparing my thoughts for today, I was trying to imagine 
what it must have been like to have served during war. I wondered 
what it would have been like landing on Juno Beach, or pressing on 
through the night's skies over occupied Europe, or crossing the North 
Atlantic in a Corvette during winter wondering if a U-boat was 
lurking, or fighting at Vimy Ridge or any other Canadian battlefield 
from Kapyong to Kandahar. 


I tried to imagine what it was like to come face to face with the 
enemy, ready to fight and yet, undoubtedly, worried, to be both brave 
and human at the same time. I wonder what it was like to be in a fox 
hole, homesick perhaps, thinking of family, a wife or a sweetheart, or 
to contemplate what it would have been like to lose a friend on the 
battlefield and the pain and sadness that would have inflicted on the 
heart and mind. These are not experiences I would wish to have in 
my life, but for hundreds of thousands of Canadians this is exactly 
what they confronted and endured. We, as a country, owe them so 
much for that. 


War and tyranny are awful realities of human history and, sadly, 
they continue to exist today. Just as war and conflict are realities of 
the human experience, so are heroism and sacrifice. It is that 
sacrifice and heroism that brings us here today. None of us here wish 
to glorify war but we do commit to glorify the men and women who 
gave themselves for a cause that was greater than themselves. 


I am reminded of the wonderful sentiment expressed by John 
Stuart Mill, who said: 

War is an ugly thing, but not the ugliest of things. The decayed and degraded state 

of moral and patriotic feelings which thinks that nothing is worth war is much worse. 


A man who has nothing for which he is willing to fight, nothing which is more 
important than his own safety, is a miserable creature and has no chance of being free 
unless made and kept so by the exertions of better men than himself. 


That captures the essence of our brave veterans. 


On the 11th hour of the 11th day of the 11th month of 2011, I urge 
all Canadians to observe a two minute wave of silence. 


I will close with a story from my home province. Two young men, 
about the same age, were back on the Island for the summer. Each 
had recently encountered a life-altering experience. One of them had 
done an extended tour of duty in Afghanistan as a reservist and the 
other had just completed a rookie season as a defenceman with the 
Boston Bruins, capped off by winning the Stanley Cup. The hockey 
player said to the young soldier, “You're a hero”. The soldier looked 
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at the Stanley Cup champion and said, “I'm a hero? You won the 
Stanley Cup”. The hockey player replied, “I wouldn't have died for 
iv’. 

@ (1540) 

[Translation] 


Mr. Louis Plamondon (Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet—Bécancour, 
BQ): Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the Bloc Québécois and all of its 
members, I would also like to pay tribute to our veterans. 


I rise here today to recognize Veterans' Week. It is very important 
to commemorate— 


The Speaker: The hon. member must have unanimous consent to 
respond to a minister's statement. 


Does the House give unanimous consent? 
Some hon. members: Agreed. 
Some hon. members: No. 


The Speaker: There is no consent. 
[English] 


Hon. Bob Rae: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. Let the 
record show that when a member of the House rose to pay tribute to 
the veterans of our country on behalf of his political party, a party 
with which I do not agree, the members of the Conservative Party 
would not allow that member to speak. 


[Translation] 


It is shameful that there are people in this House who do not want 
to hear the opinions of others. It is shameful. 


[English] 


Mr. Stephen Woodworth: Mr. Speaker, I want to raise an 
objection to what the member just said. There is no question that I 
said nothing in response to the request for unanimous consent. I do 
not know how many of my colleagues over here did or did not. It is 
inappropriate for the member to make that a partisan comment by 
referencing the members on this side of the House. 


The Speaker: Order, please. The Chair sought the consent of the 
House and consent was not given. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Louis Plamondon: Mr. Speaker, I would like to seek 
unanimous consent once again, as dean of this House, as a member 
of this House. Like all other members, I would like to pay tribute to 
veterans on behalf of the four members of my party. I also ask on 
behalf of the Green Party. I do not see this as a partisan act. I see it 
simply as a noble gesture in order to say to those individuals who 
went and fought, and those who gave their lives, that we pay tribute 
to them. 


How is it that I cannot get unanimous consent? This is not meant 
to be a precedent that I will use any other time. Today is a special 
day. That is all. I simply want to pay tribute to veterans, like 
everyone else, as we have always done. 
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I am seeking unanimous consent and I appeal to the Conservative 
members to grant it. It is only fair. The minister said in his speech 
that this House is a symbol of our freedom and democracy. He said 
that. I think I should have the right to speak. 


[English] 


Hon. Gordon O'Connor: Mr. Speaker, the Standing Orders say, 
in response to a minister's statement, that only members of 
recognized parties can make statements. The Bloc is not a 
recognized party. 


The Speaker: I hesitate to allow this to evolve into a debate. 
Consent has been sought and consent has been denied. It seems 
rather straightforward to the Chair. 


I will hear the hon. member for Winnipeg North, but I hope it is 
not just a continuation of debate. Normally, in order to seek 
unanimous consent, some proceedings have to precede before the 
Chair would entertain the same question. However, I will hear the 
hon. member for Winnipeg North and hope that it is on a specific 
point. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, you will find that 
parliamentary tradition says that, yes, we do have Standing Orders 
of sorts. Those are what we are expected to follow. However, if you 
look back in terms of the tradition of the chamber, what you will find 
is, On Occasion, members have stood and asked for leave to go 
outside the Standing Orders in order to do the right thing. I would 
suggest that this is an appropriate request when a member would like 
to comment on the importance of November 11. 


The point of order is to ask for the government to give 
consideration that this is an exceptional situation in which we 
believe in the— 


The Speaker: Order, please. I am going to stop the member there. 
As I said, it is very simple for the Chair. In order for the Chair to 
recognize members of parties that are not recognized parties there 
needs to be unanimous consent of the House. There is no discretion 
in that. Consent was sought and consent was denied. We will have to 
move on. 


@ (1545) 


Hon. Ralph Goodale: Mr. Speaker, just to be absolutely clear, 
when the point was raised by the leader of the Liberal Party that 
consent had been denied, a member of the Conservative Party rose to 
say that he had not denied consent. I think, as put on the floor now, 
the question is was consent denied or not. 


Could we have some clarity on that point, since from our side it 
seemed that some Conservatives said “no”. A Conservative has risen 
in his place to say that this is not the case. Could we seek clarity on 
whether consent was or was not denied. 


The Speaker: I am happy to provide clarity. Consent was denied. 
The Chair clearly heard members withhold their consent. 


Ms. Elizabeth May: Mr. Speaker, I recognize that a similar point 
of order was raised by my hon. colleagues from the Bloc, but in this 
circumstance we have heard it said that members of recognized 
national political parties, such as the Bloc Québécois and the Green 
Party, do not have as a right the opportunity to speak when other 
leaders have spoken as a result of a ministerial statement. 


We also know that the House is the master of its own procedures. 
By unanimous consent, anything is possible. Surely on an occasion 
when we mark the sacrifices for democracy, voters in the hundreds 
of thousands who have supported our parties should not be silenced 
in this place, while we mark the sacrifices of our veterans. 


The Speaker: Requests for unanimous consent are neither 
debatable nor technically votable. It is consent or not. Clearly in 
this case, to the Chair, there was no consent. It is very simple in that 
regard. 


I now invite the House to rise and observe two minutes of silence 


to commemorate our war veterans. 


[Two minutes of silence observed] 


wk *K* 


COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 
PROCEDURE AND HOUSE AFFAIRS 


Mr. Joe Preston (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, pursuant to Standing Order 104 and 114 I have the honour 
to present, in both official languages, the ninth report of the Standing 
Committee on Procedure and House Affairs regarding membership 
of committees in the House. If the House gives its consent, I intend 
to move concurrence of the ninth report later this day. 


x x % 
@ (1550) 


EXCISE TAX ACT 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls —Wind- 
sor, Lib.) moved for leave to introduce Bill C-342, An Act to amend 
the Excise Tax Act (funeral arrangements). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I introduced this bill in the last Parliament, 
and it is very succinct. It is about, as a wise person once said, the two 
certainties in life, death and taxes. Unfortunately, in this case, paying 
taxes after death is certainly an indignation that I would like to 
correct. 


The bill would essentially exempt the expenses related to funerals 
from the GST and the GST portion of the HST. 


I look forward to debating this in the House as a nice dignified 
way for the Government of Canada not to tax a person upon death 
and have it be a hardship on the family. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


**K* 


COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 
PROCEDURE AND HOUSE AFFAIRS 


Mr. Joe Preston (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, if the House gives its consent, I move that the ninth report 
of the Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs tabled 
earlier. this day be concurred in. 


The Speaker: Does the hon. member have the unanimous consent 
of the House to propose this motion? 
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Some hon. members: Agreed. 


The Speaker: The House has heard the terms of the motion. Is it 
the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


(Motion agreed to) 


PETITIONS 
CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
submit a petition signed by western grain and barley farmers, from 
Alberta mainly, concerned with the government's ideological plan to 
kill the Canadian Wheat Board without first holding a plebiscite of 
its membership, as is required under section 47(1) of the Canadian 
Wheat Board Act. 


The livelihoods of western Canadian farmers are at risk should 
they lose the clout of the Canadian Wheat Board to set the best price 
for grain, negotiate fair treatment from the railways and lower 
transportation costs among the many services it provides. 


The petitioners demand that the Minister of Agriculture and Agri- 
Food honour their wishes as expressed democratically through a 
plebiscite. 


QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the following question will be answered today: No. 120. 


[Text] 
Question No. 120—Mr. Scott Simms: 


With regard to the planned reduction in human resources for Canadian Heritage 
listed in the 2011-2012 Report on Plans and Priorities, which positions are being 
eliminated by the department as a part of this reduction, broken down by employee 
status, by title, and by program activity? 


Hon. James Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coqui- 
tlam, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 2010-11 Report on Plans and 
Priorities shows a reduction of up to 578.6 FTEs from 2010-11 to 
2013-14 when compared with the 2011-12 Report on Plans and 
Priorities. 

The Report on Plans and Priorities is a planning document on key 


departmental priorities. 


The arts, culture, official languages and sport are and will remain a 
priority for the Government of Canada. 


Our priority continues to be to serve Canadians by ensuring that 
we remain efficient and cost-effective in the delivery of our 
programs and services. 


Routine Proceedings 
[English] 
QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR RETURNS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, if 
the answers to Questions Nos. 119, 126, 134 and 139 could be made 
orders for returns, these returns would be tabled immediately. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
[Text] 
Question No. 119—Mr. Robert Chisholm: 


With regard to the Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade and 
Canada's Global Commerce Strategy: (a) what programs will be introduced by the 
department in 2011-2012 to support the implementation of the strategy; (b) how 
much money will be allocated to support the implementation of the strategy; (c) what 
role will be played by regional economic development agencies to support the 
implementation of the strategy; and (d) what are the details of any analysis conducted 
for the government concerning key challenges and potential risks that may impact 
successful implementation of the strategy? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 126—Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan: 


With regard to Family Class applications to Citizenship and Immigration Canada 
(CIC): (a) broken down by visa office, how many applications have exceeded the 
processing times listed by CIC’s visa offices in each fiscal year, from 2006-2007 to 
2010-2011; (b) what is the total volume of correspondence received by the Ministry 
of Citizenship and Immigration about shortening the processing times for family 
sponsorship applications in each fiscal year, from 2006-2007 to 2010-2011; (c) 
broken down by visa office, how many officers work on family sponsorship 
applications; (d) in each fiscal year, from 2006-2007 to 2010-2011, broken down by 
visa office, (i) how many family sponsorship applications were received, (ii) how 
many family sponsorship application were denied, (iii) how many family sponsorship 
applications were approved; (e) what are the five most common reasons for denials in 
(d)(iii); (A of the number of applications denied, how many applicants subsequently 
appealed the decision to the Immigration Appeal Division; and (g) how many 
applications refused by CIC were given a positive decision by the Immigration 
Appeals Division? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 134—Ms. Megan Leslie: 


With regard to the exterior light fixtures controlled or owned by the departments 
and agencies of the government: (a) what is the total wattage of these fixtures; and 
(b) what is the government's position on the use of light-emitting diode (LED) 
technology for the exterior light fixtures controlled or owned by the departments and 
agencies of the government, as a means of achieving energy and maintenance 
savings, as well a reduction in CO2 emissions? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No, 139—Mr. Philip Toone: 


What is the total amount of government funding since fiscal year 2008-2009, up 
to and including the current fiscal year, allocated within the constituency of 
Gaspésie-Îles-de-la-Madeleine, identifying each department or agency, initiative and 
amount? 


(Return tabled) 
[English] 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, I ask that the remaining 
questions be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
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Speaker's Ruling 
POINTS OF ORDER 
ORAL QUESTIONS—SPEAKER'S RULING 


The Speaker: I am now prepared to rule on the point of order 
raised on October 26, 2011, by the member for Wascana regarding 
who ought to be recognized to answer questions posed during 
question period to the chair of a standing committee. 


[Translation] 


I would like to thank the member for having raised this matter, as 
well as the Leader of the Government in the House of Commons, the 
Minister of Veterans Affairs, the House Leader of the Official 
Opposition, and the members for Bourassa and Charlottetown for 
their interventions.: 


[English] 


In raising this matter, the member for Wascana stated that the 
question posed by the member for Charlottetown related-to the work 
of the Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs, which is under the 
purview of the committee chair rather than under the responsibility 
of the government or the minister. Noting that committees were 
masters of their own affairs, he sought clarification about whether it 
was permissible for ministers to respond to questions on behalf of 
chairs of committee and suggested that this approach would be a 
profound change in our long held traditions with respect to the 
proper functioning of committees. 


The leader of the Government in the House quoted from a ruling 
on a similar matter given on February 8, 2008, at pages 2836 and 
2837 of Debates, in order to demonstrate that, in recognizing the 
only individual rising to answer, the Speaker had acted in accordance 
with the practice established and articulated by Speaker Milliken. 


The House leader of the official opposition reminded the House 
that members of the official opposition chaired several standing 
committees and suggested that it would be inappropriate for 
ministers to answer questions on behalf of committee chairs who 
were from the official opposition. 


[Translation] 


As members know, three kinds of questions may be posed by 
members during question period. First, questions concerning the 
administrative responsibility of the government, or an individual 
minister, may be directed to the ministry collectively. House of 
Commons Procedure and Practice, second edition, at page 509 
notes: 

Questions, although customarily addressed to specific Ministers, are directed to 
the Ministry as a whole. It is the prerogative of the government to designate which 


Minister responds to which question, and the Speaker has no authority to compel a 
particular Minister to respond. 


@ (1555) 
[English] 


Second are questions that concern matters of financial or 
administrative policy affecting the House itself. These are not 
directed to the Speaker but rather to members of the Board of 
Internal Economy designated by the Board to respond to them. 


Finally, an extremely narrow category of questions may be 
directed to chairs or vice-chairs of committees. These must be 


phrased in a very specific way and can seek limited information only. 
In O'Brien and Bosc at page 506, it states: 


[Translation] 


Questions seeking information about the schedule and agenda of committees may 
be directed to Chairs of committees. Questions to the Ministry or to a committee 
Chair concerning the proceedings or work of a committee, including its order of 
reference, may not be raised. Thus, for example, a question would be disallowed if it 
dealt with a vote in committee, with the attendance or testimony of Members at a 
committee meeting, or with the content of a committee report. When a question has 
been asked about a committee’s proceedings, Speakers have encouraged Members to 
rephrase their questions. 


[English] 


House practices with regard to oral questions are established in 
this fashion so that the appropriate persons can be held accountable 
to the House, be it a minister for the executive, a committee chair for 
a committee or the designated member of the Board of Internal 
Economy for House administration matters. These categories of 
questions reflect the principle of distinct legislative and executive 
spheres of responsibility and accountability, which is at the very 
heart of our system of parliamentary government. That this very 
distinction between the executive and legislative may somehow be 
jeopardized by a minister answering a question directed to a 
committee chair is the crux of the matter before us. This is no doubt 
why the member for Wascana asked: 


Is it now permissible in the House for ministers to effectively muzzle the chairs of 
committees and impose on committees the views of the government? _ 


[Translation] 


Drawing from O’Brien and Bosc on pages 508 to 510, I would 
now like to remind the House of the role of the Speaker with respect 
to replies to oral questions. It states that: there are no explicit rules 
which govern the form or content of replies to oral questions; the 
Speaker has no authority to compel a response; the Speaker is not 
responsible for the quality or content of replies to questions; and 
finally, the Speaker ensures that replies are brief, within the time 
agreed to by the House, deal with the subject matter raised, and 
phrased so as not to provoke disorder in the House, that is that they 
adhere to the dictates of order, decorum and parliamentary language. 


[English] 


Coupled with this, of course, is the Speaker's role in recognizing 
members who rise to reply to oral questions, particularly as there is 
an expectation on the part of members asking the questions that they 
receive, at a minimum, a response. As Speaker Milliken explained in 
the ruling referred to by the government House leader, in 
recognizing someone to answer a question, the Speaker “is to take 
a look at those who are standing to answer and choose who is going 
to answer...” and “...when no one else rises, it is reasonable to expect 
an answer to a question...”. Simply put, it is not for the Speaker to 
judge who possesses which information and, thus, who might be 
able to provide the information being sought. As Speaker Milliken 
put it in reference to the events of February 2008: 


[Translation] 


...no one else rose. The Member who posed the question clearly wanted an answer 
and got one, or at least got a response. 
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[English] 


While there may be concerns about the minister rising to reply to a 
question properly posed to the chair of a standing committee, in this 
particular instance, the chair did not rise to respond, nor did the other 
vice-chair of the committee. It is therefore perhaps not completely 
unexpected that the minister would rise to offer a response related to 
witnesses from his department, and that the Chair would recognize 
him in the absence of any other member rising. Nothing in this 
incident should be interpreted to mean that members should not 
continue to direct their questions to those who are properly 
accountable for answering them. It is also entirely reasonable to 
expect that those to whom questions are directed, in this case the 
chair or vice-chair of a standing committee, would automatically be 
recognized by the Chair to respond, provided they are, or course, 
rising. 

The House will understand that the dynamic nature of question 
period is such that the Chair is frequently faced with split-second 
decisions on who to recognize. This is as true now as it was for 
Speaker Milliken. As always, the Chair is aware that each 
circumstance must be evaluated on its own merits. Were the House 
to recommend a different way of proceeding, the Chair would of 
course adapt to that. As my predecessor suggested, the Standing 
Committee on Procedure and House Affairs is well placed to 
consider this matter and, if it sees fit, to propose recommendations to 
help guide the Chair in cases such as this. 


© (1600) 


[Translation] 


‘| thank all members for their attention. 
[English] 


I wish to inform the House that because of the statements made 
earlier today, government orders will be extended by 22 minutes. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 


FAIR REPRESENTATION ACT 


Hon. Vic Toews (for the Minister of State (Democratic 
Reform)) moved that Bill C-20, An Act to amend the Constitution 
Act, 1867, the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act and the 
Canada Elections Act, be read the second time and referred to a 
committee. 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
am more than pleased to speak to Bill C-20; however, I believe there 
had been an agreement among the parties that the first speaker would 
be from Her Majesty's Loyal Opposition. 


Once again, I am more than prepared to give my comments now, 
but I believe my colleague opposite was rising to her feet to give the 
initial presentation. 


The Speaker: Does the House give its unanimous consent to 
proceed in this fashion? 
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Some hon. members: Agreed. 


Some hon. members: No. 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, my apologies to my hon. 
colleague. I know she was prepared to give comments but I look 
forward to listening to my hon. colleague in approximately 30 
minutes from now. I have much respect for her. I met her for the first 
time during committee work at the procedure and House affairs 
committee. She is a new member, and I must say that if all new 
members conduct themselves in the same way the member opposite 
does, this Parliament will be very effective in years to come. My 
congratulations to my colleague opposite. 


I am very pleased to speak to Bill C-20, the fair representation act. 
One thing I can say most assuredly is that, with the possible 
exception of the four independent members formerly known as the 
Bloc, all members of this place would argue that Canada is the 
greatest country in the world. One of the distinctions that makes 
Canada such a marvellous country in which to live is the form of 
government that we currently have. One of the foundational 
principles of our government that we currently see enacted in 
Canada is the concept of representation by population. 


This government believes, and it is a fundamental principle of our 
democratic process, that each Canadian's vote should have the same 
weight. In other words, 4 vote in one region of the country should 
have the same weight as a vote in another region of the country. 
Unfortunately, that is not the case right now. There are regions of this 
country that are seriously underrepresented. By that I mean there are 
regions of this country that have a population base far higher than the 
number of elected representatives that they have. We have 
recognized this inequity for many months. 


In fact, in our last election campaign we made three distinct 
promises. First, we promised to ensure that the faster growing 
provinces, specifically British Columbia, Alberta and Ontario, would 
gain more seats in the House of Commons. Second, we promised 
that the smaller provinces would be protected in their seat count. 
Third, we promised to ensure there would be fair and proportional 
representation to the province of Quebec in relation to its population. 


We made those commitments. We plan to act on those 
commitments. Bill C-20 reflects those commitments. 


Currently, there is a formula which has been in place since 1985 
and basically deals with how many seats there are in this place. I will 
get into the technical details in a few moments, but I should probably 
first address a common complaint that I and I am sure many other 
members have heard about whether we should increase the number 
of seats in the House of Commons. I have heard from a number of 
my constituents who have argued very emotionally that we should 
not increase the number of seats at all, that we have too many seats 
in the House of Commons right now. Some have suggested that we 
even reduce the number of members in the House of Commons. 
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I can understand those arguments, but it is also an argument that is 
very easy to make without much thought behind it. It is similar to 
someone saying that a CEO of a particular company makes too much 
money and that no one should be allowed to make that amount of 
money. Similarly, people can say there are too many members of 
Parliament in Canada and that we do not need that many. Whether 
one tends to argue in favour or against that notion, we have some 
restrictions constitutionally that would prevent us from reducing the 
number of seats that we have right now. 


Back in 1915 there was a constitutional provision that is known as 
the Senate floor rule, which says quite clearly that no province 
should have fewer members in the House of Commons than it has 
senators. 


I put as the case in point the province of Prince Edward Island 
which has four senators, and conversely, four members of 
Parliament. Based simply on population, one would think that is 
some form of inequity because the province of Prince Edward Island 
only has 140,000 people, yet it has four members of Parliament. In 
other words, each member of Parliament represents approximately 
35,000 to 40,000 constituents. Contrast that to my home province of 
Saskatchewan, where each member of Parliament represents roughly 
80,000 constituents. Contrast that to constituencies and ridings in 
Ontario where some members represent 170,000 people or more. 
There is great inequity across Canada. 


@ (1605) 


Since we cannot reduce the number of seats without unanimous 
consent from the provinces, which I doubt we would get, we believe 
our only alternative to try to ensure effective representation by 
population is to increase the number of seats. Since the last census 
which was taken 10 years ago, we have seen the population increase 
in Canada, and it has been significant. We have also seen that the 
population has increased most dramatically in three particular 
provinces: British Columbia, Alberta, and most noticeably, Ontario. 


If we believe in that foundational principle of representation by 


population, we then must address the situation of inequity. Our 
solution, although there will never be a perfect solution I would 
argue, is contained in Bill C-20. I believe it is a fair, a principled and 
a balanced approach trying to get closer, at least, to representation by 
population by increasing the number of seats, particularly in those 
three provinces. 


Also contained in Bill C-20 is what we call the representation rule 
that provides for any province that is now either equally represented 
by population or overrepresented by population should never 
become under-represented when we change the seat count in the 
House of Commons. I say that because that reflects on Quebec. 


Right now, Quebec is slightly overrepresented. Why do I say that? 
Quebec has roughly 23% of the total population of Canada, yet the 
number of seats it has in the House, 75, represents about 24% of all 
the seats. Our bill would ensure that British Columbia, Alberta and 
Ontario gained extra seats because they have rapidly growing 
populations, but Quebec, if we left the number at 75 seats, would be 
under-represented. Therefore, we plan to give three additional seats 
to the province of Quebec to ensure that it would be equally 
represented. That is what the representation rule in Bill C-20 
contemplates. By giving Quebec three extra seats to bring its total to 


78 seats, Quebec would then have a percentage of the seats in this 
House almost identical to the percentage of population that Quebec 
has in the country. That is what we mean by equal representation and 
representation by population. 


Specifically, the bill contemplates British Columbia receiving 6 
extra seats, Alberta receiving 6 extra seats, and Ontario receiving 15 
extra seats. Would that make it absolutely equal in terms of 
representation by population? No, it would not, but it would come 
much closer than the situation we have right now. Would we ever 
achieve a perfect harmony of equal representation? I cannot see it, 
certainly not in my lifetime. Why? Because the population of Canada 
and the population from province to province is always a bit of a 
moving target. We would never achieve total equality, but this bill 
tends to address the current inequity in the House of Commons by 
giving more seats to those provinces that have a higher population 
and have been increasing their population in the last 10 years. 


I am going to get into some of the technical details of the bill right 
now. It is a bit dry. If I see members opposite nodding off, it is not 
that they do not find my presentation compelling; it is merely that it 
is a bit of a dry and tedious process to go into the technical aspects of 
the bill, particularly the formulas. 


I want to start with the current formula. I should also explain how 
we have arrived at that formula because it was established back in 
1985. I told the House about a provision of the Constitution called 
the Senate floor rule, which was enacted in 1915. In 1985, there was 
another constitutional provision that was enacted which is called the 
grandfather clause. That clause contemplated that no province that 
was represented in the House of Commons should lose any seats 
from the 1985 totals. 


© (1610) 


Consequently, Saskatchewan has 14 seats today in the House of 
Commons. If we look at the actual representation by population, 
Saskatchewan should only have 10 seats, but because of the 1985 
grandfather clause, no province, whether it be Saskatchewan, 
Manitoba or some of our Atlantic neighbours, will see a reduction 
in its seat count in the House of Commons. That is something we 
have to live with and that is contemplated in Bill C-20. 


Parliamentarians of the day felt that the formula enacted in 1985 
was proper and would deal with representation by population 
effectively, but unfortunately it actually served the purpose of 
restricting the number of seats in the future. Whether or not the 
population of our country grew or grew rapidly, the number of seats 
would be restricted because of the1985 formula. 


I will explain that formula. 


First they took the population of Canada and divided it by the 
number of seats in the House of Commons, which was 279 at that 
time. That final total was what they called the “electoral quotient”. 
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Then, province by province, they divided the provinces’ 
populations by the electoral quotient and came up with the provincial 
seat count. They then knew roughly how many seats each province 
should receive. However, they then had to add in the two 
constitutional provisions: the Senate floor, which ensured that no 
province has fewer seats than the number of senators, and the 
grandfather clause, which considered and contemplated that no 
province should lose seats from the current total in 1985. 


The end result was that they had an initial seat count, and then a 
secondary seat count when they took into consideration the 
grandfather clause and the Senate floor clause. Then, once they 
had the provincial seat count, they added one seat per territory; that 
total ended up being the number of seats in the House of Commons. 


I think I went through that without seeing too many nodding 
heads. A couple of people's eyes glazed over, but we will move on. 


While that approach was perhaps appropriate in 1985, if we used 
the same formula today, we would unfortunately come out with a 
House that was seriously under-representative, and the three 
provinces that have had rapidly growing populations would be very 
much affected. 


Consequently, we have proposed a new formula. At a later time I 
will allow my other colleagues to go into a more detailed discussion 
of what that formula does and what it means, but I can assure 
everyone that the formula we are proposing will ensure that we are 
much closer to representation by population, now and in the future. It 
does not restrict the number of seats in the House based on the 1985 
formula; rather, it is a formula designed to reflect the number of seats 
that may be needed, both now and in the future, based on population. 


The first thing we need to do is recognize that if we want true 
equity in this place, we need to accept and adopt Bill C-20. Is it 
perfect? No. Is it the closest thing to equal representation that we 
have seen in many decades? Yes, I would argue that it is. 


Following that, however, and on the assumption that Bill C-20 
will pass this place, we also have to deal with the second part of the 
equation, which is how to redraw the various boundaries. It is one 
thing to say we will have 30 extra seats in the House of Commons, 
but it is another thing to say where those seats will be held. 


@ (1615) 


The equal boundary representation act is also included in this bill. 
It would provide that each province, after we determine the number 
of seats in each province, would establish a boundaries commission 
whose job would be to consult with stakeholders, provinces, and 
other affected people, including members of Parliament who wish to 
make submissions, and within a set period of time to come up with a 
new boundary map for each province. 


The whole process, from the consultation process to the final 
product of redrawn boundaries, should be done roughly within the 
year. 


Of course, those boundaries then have to be examined. MPs and 
others in Parliament, including committees, would have a chance to 
examine the boundaries presented. In that fashion, we should be able 
to come to a solution that would allow the four provinces I 
mentioned, the three fastest-growing provinces plus the province of 
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Quebec, to have not only new seats in place, but new seats with 
completely new and freshly drawn boundaries. 


I should also point out one of the things that would happen during 
the boundaries commission examination would be an opportunity for 
new names for these various ridings, because not only would there 
be completely new ridings, I am sure, presented by the electoral 
commissions, but there would also be hybrids. By that I mean that 
certain constituencies we have now would have similar boundaries, 
but instead of having one member, they might have two members. 


In conclusion, I believe that Bill C-20, while not absolutely 
perfect, is the closest thing to equal representation by population that 
we have seen in many years. It would construct a plan and a formula 
to ensure that provinces now and in the future would have the 
representation they deserve. 


I think it is patently unfair that in the current situation there are 
constituencies across Canada whose members of Parliament are 
representing over twice as many constituents as other members of 
Parliament. We have to come to a closer balance of rep by pop. I 
believe Bill C-20 would do that. It would do that effectively. I would 
ask all members to give it support. I look forward to the continuing 
debate. 


Hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I have been a member of this House since 1996, and this is 
the first time that a minister is not participating in the debate about 
his or her own bill. It quite ironic that it is a bill on the democratic 
practices in this House. It is quite sad. 


My colleague has been very candid. He said the bill is not perfect. 
Indeed, it is not. 


Since his constituents are rightly telling him that it does not make 
sense to add seats in this House, I would ask him why we are not 
trying to achieve the same result—better proportionality in the 
House for provinces—while keeping 308 seats. It is certainly doable. 


We cannot change the Senate clause, but we—this House, the 
Parliament of Canada—have the power to change the grandfather 
clause. We do not need it. We could have the same result for the 
fastest-growing provinces and for the provinces that are growing 
more slowly. We could have the same result, the same percentage by 
province, with 308 seats. 


Why does my colleague not agree with that? Does he have one 
person in his constituency who is asking to have more seats in this 
House? 
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Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, as I indicated in my earlier 
presentation, we are committed to representation by population and 
nothing more. The formula we have put forward in Bill C-20 would 
achieve that. 
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It is incumbent upon this government and, I would suggest, upon 
Parliament to ensure that we respect the parliamentary and 
democratic principle of representation by population. The suggestion 
that the member opposite is making would not address equal 
representation; he is merely suggesting that we take the current 
number of members of Parliament and divvy it up somehow across 
Canada. 


However, we have to respect the Senate floor and we have to 
respect the wishes of the provinces. I can assure members that the 
provinces are on side with the plan we have put forward. Many 
provinces have come forward to say they are pleased to see us 
moving forward with Bill C-20. I would ask my friend opposite to to 
do the same. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse. (Louis-Saint-Laurent, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the hon. member for his speech. We 
believe that this bill poses some problems and that it might pit the 
provinces against one another. Some provinces have already raised 
legitimate concerns about this bill. Does the hon. member believe it 
is quite possible that some provinces will be pointing fingers and 
clashing over this bill and that this could be problematic for various 
communities across the country? 


[English] 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, I respectfully disagree. I do not 
think any provinces will be pointing fingers because, as I pointed 
out, the provinces who have faster-growing populations would 
receive additional seats, and they have already indicated that they are 
very happy with that outcome; the provinces with smaller 
populations would not lose any seats, and they are very happy 
about that. 


I go back to what I said in my earlier presentation. Is it perfect? Of 
course not. No bill can possibly be perfect, given the fluctuating 
population base in this country, but is it closer to effective 
representation by population than anything we have seen before? I 
would argue that it is. Provinces would be happy, and they have 
already indicated their satisfaction to us. 


[Translation | 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, I want to ask the Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons what he thinks about the 
fact that in 2006, here in this House, he was one of the hon. members 
who voted in favour of the motion recognizing Quebec as a nation. It 
was not the first time Quebec was recognized as a nation in this 
House, but in 2006, the vote was unanimous. That is why the 
Government of Quebec, and even Quebec's National Assembly, 
unanimously, have adopted more than one motion to say that 
Quebec's political weight here, in this House, absolutely must remain 
the same. With the disinformation the government is promoting 
about its Bill C-20, they are only talking about demographic weight. 
I would like the parliamentary secretary to make the distinction 
between demographic weight and political weight. The nation called 
Quebec—and there is a Canadian nation as well—is being penalized 
by this bill because it directly diminishes the nation's political 
weight. 
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Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, again I reject the analysis by 
my colleague opposite. In fact, just the opposite is true. The 
representation rule that would be enacted in Bill C-20 would ensure 
that Quebec, now and in the future, would get equal representation. I 
mentioned that right now Quebec is slightly over-represented; this 
bill would ensure that it would have equal representation. It has 
slightly more than 23% of the population of Canada and it would end 
up having slightly more than 23% of the seats in the House. It would 
gain three seats. It would go from 75 to 78 seats. That is fair, 
equitable, balanced and principled. 


We have committed to that principle. We will bring Bill C-20 
forward, which would ensure that Quebec, now and in the future, 
would have fair and proportional representation based on its 
population. That is a fair approach. I would encourage my friend 
opposite to support Bill C-20. 
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Hon. Stéphane Dion: Again, Mr. Speaker, Canadians do not want 
more MPs. They pay for enough. What they want is fair 
representation. It is what my colleague spoke about. If we are able 
to achieve fair representation with 338 seats, we are able to do it with 
308 seats. We just have to respect the Senate clause; otherwise, some 
provinces may have fewer seats. What they want, to be sure, is that 
they will not lose their representation. Sometimes it is better to be 10 
out of 50 than 12 out of 100. That is the point Liberals are making. 


If the minister were here, I would tell him that. If he wants to 
avoid making Canadians angry over this bill, he just has to come 
back with the same percentage by province using 308 seats. That is 
achievable. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Before we hear the 
parliamentary secretary's response, I would remind hon. members 
that it is not in the rules that we refer to the presence or absence of 
other hon. members in the chamber. 


The hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Govern- 
ment in the House of Commons. 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, once again, I am a little 
confused. The member opposite, for the second time in his 
intervention, has mentioned avoiding getting provinces angry. There 
are no provinces that are angry over this bill. No province would see 
a reduction in the number of representatives it has right now, and 
smaller provinces are very satisfied with that; the provinces that have 
seen increased and fast population growth would receive additional 
seats, and they are very happy about that. 


In fact, we will find, as Bill C-20 is implemented in the months 
and years to come, that Parliament would reflect the population of 
this country in a far more effective and representative way than it 
ever has before. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Raymond Côté (Beauport—Limoilou, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I thank my colleague for his speech, especially his praise for my 
colleague, a woman I have known for years. I like to brag about the 
fact that I managed to convince her to run for the first time in 2008. I 
get a deep sense of personal satisfaction from that. 


November 2, 2011 


I applaud the government for introducing a bill to try to bring 
fairer representation to this House and to reflect some Canadian 
realities. However, these same ideas have already been introduced. 


Could my colleague tell us whether the government will respect 
the need for in-depth debates? The committee will have to dig deep 
to find the best possible option. Our party introduced similar bills a 
number of times. I think that we can really find something that 
would satisfy the greatest number of people. 


[English] 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, I did not know that my hon. 
colleague was the one who convinced my other colleague to run, so I 
congratulate both of them. 


With respect to the comments as to committee work, I agree that 
real work on the bill will be done at committee, such as the 
examination of the technical aspects of the bill. Quite frankly, I am 
happy to hear that Her Majesty's Loyal Opposition agrees with us 
because we want to get this to committee as quickly as possible. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Before we resume 
date on the current motion, it is my duty pursuant to Standing Order 
38 to inform the House that the questions to be raised tonight at the 
time of adjournment are as follows: the hon. member for Cape 
Breton—Canso, Air Canada; the hon. member for Windsor West, G8 
Summit; the hon. member for Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata— 
Les Basques, Committees of the House. 


Resuming debate, the hon. member for Louis-Saint-Laurent. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse (Louis-Saint-Laurent, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, today we have the opportunity to debate Bill C-20, the 
Fair Representation Act. 


This bill has a history. It dates back to the 39th Parliament and 
since then it has undergone some revisions and changes. As it 
currently stands, Bill C-20 illustrates the Conservative government's 
desire to make some constructive changes to the makeup of this 
House. The proposals in Bill C-20 also seek to enhance the 
effectiveness of democracy in Canada and improve representation. 


However, what the bill is proposing does not appear to have been 
well received. It did not take long for reactions from the provincial 
legislatures to reach Ottawa, and Quebec dismissed the Conservative 
government's proposals right away. Ontario and British Columbia 
also raised some legitimate concerns regarding this -bill. This 
response is significant, as it illustrates how poorly balanced the 
government's approach was regarding the redistribution of seats in 
the House of Commons. 


The provinces reacted as they did because they felt that the 
initiative was confused and saw that the government was trying to 
satisfy them with a pittance. It has come up with practically random 
figures to which the Conservatives are attaching expressions like 
“fair representation” and “proportional democratic weight”. The very 
terms for what we are debating are flying around in every direction. 
The provinces understand very clearly that there is some confusion 
and that when there is confusion, there is some flexibility and room 
for negotiation. 
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This feeling of confusion stems primarily from the successive 
changes that have been made to the bill over time and that reveal 
considerable hesitation on the part of the government. After all, at 
the outset, Quebec was not given any additional seats. The 
government sensed the danger, however, and had the good sense 
to change its mind. I am sure my colleagues can imagine how the 
Quebec National Assembly would have reacted had the government 
not changed its mind. 


The Minister of Industry, the member for Mégantic—L'Erable, 
said: “This bill will move every Canadian province toward 
representation by population.” This remark was repeated by the 
parliamentary secretary who just spoke. 


I would like to know if the government plans to use this criterion 
alone for the new seat allocation. If that is the case, it demonstrates 
an approach that is narrow in vision and not very serious. In fact, 
strict representation by population is certainly not the only criterion 
that should be applied when seats are redistributed. It would be a 
denial of all the things that make Canada what it is. We need only 
examine all the clauses used to calculate the number of seats to 
support that. It seems that the minister is ee what is protecting 
Prince Edward Island's four seats. 


The NDP will stand with the provinces that want us to continue 
fine-tuning Bill C-20. We acknowledge that the government wants 
to take action and get it right, but we believe that there is too much 
hesitation on the government's part and therefore that there is room 
to negotiate. 


I am very pleased to be able to debate this bill. The NDP believes 
that there is a consensus in the House about the importance of fair 
and intelligent reform of our democratic institutions. After all, we 
have everything to gain with a more representative Canada. 


I am in federal politics because I am convinced that Canada's 
strength is rooted in its diversity. The problem of fair representation 
of the provinces in the House comes up regularly because Canada is 
changing and its Parliament must reflect these changes. This issue 
seems simple, but is unexpectedly complex. It also stirs up passions 
and triggers all sorts of hidden emotions. 


Canada is more than just the sum of the 10 provinces and 3 
territories. Since confederation, two visions of the country have often 
clashed. These two visions refer to very different and almost 
opposite sensibilities that we have tried to reconcile as best we can 
since the beginning of the federal experience. That is the basis for 
John Saul's idea of a civilization that compromises. As my Canadian 
history professor used to say, Canada is a community that is always 
fraught with bickering. As a Quebecker, I know what I am talking 
about. 


The first of these two visions, considers provincial authority as an 
end in itself. It focuses on the provincial legislature, local 
distinctiveness, local cultural heritage and, in the case of Quebec, 
language. Of course the emotional attachment to Canada remains 
present and real, but confederation is clearly perceived as a 
supranational entity. 
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That is clearly the case in Quebec. While it is well known, it is 
sometimes misunderstood in other parts of Canada: in Quebec, ties 
to the state are twofold. That is completely normal. Quebec 
preciously guards the memory of its past and still feels the presence 
of the other state it once was: New France. Quebec's specificity is so 
important that this government even took the initiative to give it the 
status of a nation within Confederation. 


Quebec is not the only province in this situation. Take 
Newfoundland, for example. It was the last province to join 
Confederation. It had its own currency, flag and national anthem, and 
its people are still very conscious of their common origin. 
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Some might even say that Newfoundland has its own language. It 
joined Confederation 80 years after the founding provinces, after a 
long history as an independent British dominion. Consequently, 
Newfoundland had the time to develop a feeling of national 
allegiance that Ottawa, as a distant and mainland capital, cannot 
shake, even after 60 years. 


I would also like to mention the more subtle case of the Northwest 
Territories. Northerners live a common frontier experience in a tough 
environment that is both beautiful and remote. The ethnic balance 
between aboriginals and non-aboriginals has created a distinct type 
of country with its own ethnically diverse culture that is incredibly 
dynamic. 


I could go on and on because this is such a fascinating topic, but 
what I am trying to express is that this vision requires one essential 
element: balance. When balance is maintained, this decentralist 
vision does not call into question the relevance of this federal plan 
and encourages cultural and creative development across our 
country. The NDP, which is so committed to diversity, is very 
sensitive to the differences that exist, to varying degrees, in each 
province. 


There is the opposite, highly centralist vision, which sees the 
federal government as responsible for building the Canadian nation. 
This vision is behind the notion of nation building. It is a state of 
mind that promotes unity within the country by focusing on all that 
is similar at the expense of all that is different. The Constitution Act, 
1867, seemed to favour that vision of Canada, but that vision took a 
hit during the constitutional debates of the 1980s and 1990s. It was, 
however, the initial cause of sweeping Canada-wide achievements 
and it is dear to many of our constituents whose values are reflected 
in it. 


It is simplistic to divide the provinces between these two visions. 
This vision has its roots in the British imperialism that Canada was 
part of. The Constitution of 1867 was drafted in that vein and we can 
say without a doubt that Canada as we know it today is a legacy of 
that time. 


Ontario, the most populous province and the most under- 
represented in this House, has its cultural and political origins in 
the British colonial era. It is completely justified. The Prairies also 
find a common cultural foundation in that history. They were 
constituted as the logical next step in the federal project and steeped 
in British patriotism. Canada has its history and we do not seek to 
diminish it. 


The Conservative Party clearly favours a more centralist plan. For 
this government, the federal government and its institutions have the 
responsibility to build this country. Canada, as the Conservatives see 
it, has to be moulded from the same clay. Differences have to give 
way to common elements. It is the Canada of “The Maple Leaf 
Forever”. Their interpretation is as old as the country itself and meets 
come people's expectations. However, those who share the 
decentralist vision feel there is a lack of finesse in these democratic 
reform bills that the Conservative government is introducing in this 
House. They all have one thing in common: they all attempt to make 
fundamental changes to the parliamentary institutions without ever 
having to touch the Constitution. 


Bill C-20 is nothing but a weak attempt at giving this House the 
semblance of fair representation of the provinces that make up 
Canada. Bill C-20 is just another attempt at doing something when it 
is clear that no one really knows what to do. The NDP has a vision. 
Our party has a deeper understanding of what constitutes Canada's 
wealth and we want to move forward in respect and collegiality. 


For example, the NDP explicitly recognized Quebec's distinct 
nature in Bill C-312, introduced by my colleague, the member for 
Compton—Stanstead. In short, the NDP proposed that we keep the 
previous formula for calculating how seats are allocated in the House 
of Commons, while still guaranteeing that Quebec would retain its 
political weight of 24.35% within the House, the percentage it had 
when: it was recognized as a nation in this House. 


As much as we acknowledge that Bill C-20 is a step forward 
compared to the earlier versions, there is still a lot of work to be done 
before it will be acceptable. I condemn the fact that the Conservative 
government does not have enough strength to take action. At first 
glance, this so-called strong mandate is not translating into a 
willingness and a vision to truly move Canada forward. It takes guts, 
initiative and courage to turn words into action. 


Yet when it comes to petty politics and pitting the provinces 
against each other, this government is one of the best. For proof, we 
need only look at the provinces’ reactions to Bill C-20. With this 
government, it is one step forward, two steps back. 


The problem is clear. the provinces want a number of seats that 
corresponds as closely as possible to their demographic weight. 
Since Quebec was recognized as a nation within Canada, it is asking 
to retain its weight at 24.35%. 


@ (1635) 


The NDP is of the opinion that these two requests are fair and 
must be defended. The NDP believes that, in order for Canada to 
work better, it is absolutely necessary that the provinces and their 
unique characters be represented as accurately as possible. Only the 
NDP can do this because we have a much better understanding of 
what Canada wants. Our vision is to make Canada a true success, to 
make it the best country in the world. We want to debate the role of 
our parliamentary institutions with respect, rigour and, most 
importantly, a listening ear. This quality is essential. 
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The basic problems with the representation of the provinces in the 
House of Commons, namely the chronic under-representation of 
Ontario, Alberta and British Columbia and the concrete recognition 
through action of the Quebec nation, are far from irreconcilable. 
However, there are still concerns. The fact that the Ontario premier is 
not hesitating to speak out shows his concern about this bill, which 
must be fair to Ontarians. The same goes for the premier of British 
Columbia, who is asking for no fewer than the seven seats that were 
provided for in a previous draft of the bill. 


The Quebec Minister responsible for the Reform of Democratic 
Institutions feels the same way. He believes that Quebec's political 
weight in the House of Commons should not be decreased. In 2006, 
this House unanimously adopted a motion recognizing Quebec as a 
nation within Canada. The constitutional consequences of that 
decision are unclear. The NDP wants to maintain Quebec's weight in 
the House of Commons. 


Given its status as a nation within a united Canada, Quebec has a 
special place and we must reflect that fact. All these examples clearly 
bring one undeniable fact into focus: the provinces are asking the 
government to listen to them. If the Conservative government 
continues to turn a deaf ear, it will soon be perceived within the 
federation of Canada as a steamroller that has little regard for the 
provinces. First, it was the Senate; now, it is the House of Commons. 
A trend is becoming painfully clear. 


“Not only do we need to move away from the verbal rhetoric of 
simply stating that Canada is the best country in the world, we also 
need to take real action to prove it. We need to do justice to Canada's 
diverse, complex character. Our parliamentary institutions need to 
reflect that. Openness to compromise and negotiation is essential. 


I would like to know the point of undertaking reform if it is only 
done in half measures. In the wake of a slew of democratic deficits, 
the Minister of State for Democratic Reform is suggesting that we 
merely apply a band-aid solution. Similar to the arbitrary and 
constitutionally questionable Senate reform this government wants 
to implement, this addition of seats to the House of Commons only 
masks the issues. And when it comes right down to it, no one will be 


happy. 


Why does this government seem unable to successfully reform 
this country's parliamentary institutions? As the NDP has clearly 
stated, the first logical step is to consult provincial leaders. We are 
still at the bill stage and sensible improvements can still be made. 
But there is still one quality that is painfully lacking in this 
government: the ability to listen, the decency to listen to the 
provinces and other interest groups. This is not simply a trivial, 
procedural issue. We need to ensure that each Canadian citizen has 
the assurance that the House of Commons is a solid representation of 
the Canadian reality. 


It is quite ironic that, because they have their blinders on, the 
Conservatives are unable to fully grasp Canada's complexity and 
diversity. This goes far beyond the simple addition of seats to the 
House of Commons, as the Conservative government is proposing. 
Creating more cynicism in and contributing to the alienation of the 
Canadian people with regard to federal politics is the last thing we 
want to introduce as legislation in Parliament. But it seems that the 
government's priority is exactly that. 
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The formula used to calculate how seats in the House of 
Commons are allocated is a reflection of Canada's diversity and 
complex nature. The grandfather and Senate floor clauses are proof 
of that. The idea of democratic representation goes far beyond these 
mathematical formulas, but we must look even further than that. The 
solution being proposed by the Conservative government does not 
address any of these demands. This bill leaves a number of provinces 
fundamentally under-represented in this House and it decreases the 
electoral weight of the Quebec nation. 


However, all of these changes can be made, but the Conservatives 
do not seem to know what to do. To start, they offered some crumbs, 
then a little bit of meat, but at the end of the day, everyone ends up 
disappointed. That explains the NDP's disappointment with Bill 
C-20. The formula used to calculate the seats allocated to each 
province was changed from what the government presented in the 
last version of this bill, which was introduced in the previous 
Parliament. That was already different from the formula that is used 
now, which dates back to 1985. 


I would like to focus on this subject for a moment because I have a 
hard time following this government's parliamentary gymnastics and 
acrobatics. First of all, Bill C-12, which was introduced in the House 
during the previous Parliament, changed the redistribution formula 
by changing the electoral quotient by which a province's population 
is divided. 
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The preamble of Bill C-12 states, and I quote, “Whereas the 
national average population of electoral districts at the 40th general 
election was approximately 108,000 persons...”. That is how it was 
determined that the electoral quotient, in order to divide the 
province's population—before applying special clauses—would be 
108,000. They simply speculated at the time, with the help of 
estimates from Statistics Canada, about what the redistributed seats 
might look like using that formula. So this created certain 
expectations among the provinces. It is not surprising that Bill 
C-12 never passed. 


Then comes along the current bill on fair representation. The 
Conservative camp has simply shuffled the cards to come up with a 
new formula for allocating seats to the provinces. Here is where the 
confusion begins. Here is what Bill C-20 says about the new 
electoral quotient to be used: 


Whereas the electoral quotient for the readjustment that follows the completion of 
the 2011 decennial census should be 111,166, that number being the average 
population of the electoral districts on July 1, 2001, which was determined by using 
the estimate of the population of each province as at that date, multiplied by the 
average of the rates of population growth of the provinces. 
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If I understand correctly, the new electoral quotient comes from a 
mathematical formula that comes from an estimate of the current 
population that dates back to July 1, 2001. Two questions 
immediately come to mind. First of all, why use population 
estimates that are over 10 years old? Why the mathematical 
acrobatics? Is it because the statistics from back then are more 
reliable than today's? And second, why use the average rate of 
increase in the population of the provinces? As we have heard 
repeatedly in this House, the rates of increase in the population of 
each province are not all the same. 


Ontario is growing faster than any other province. So why this 
levelling out? How can the government justify creating expectations 
among the provinces with Bill C-12, only to turn around and crush 
them so deviously and cunningly with Bill C-20? Did the 
government really expect the provinces to fall for this trick? 


The issue of representation in the House of Commons is complex 
and goes beyond simple representation by population, a factor that is 
very important nonetheless. The Supreme Court issued an interesting 
opinion in this regard. On June 6, 1991, it concluded in The Attorney 
General for Saskatchewan v. Roger Carter that factors like 
geography, history, community interests and minority representation 
may need to be taken into account to ensure that legislative 
assemblies effectively represent the diversity of the Canadian social 
mosaic. 


This means that the bill to redistribute seats in the House of 
Commons must take other factors into account. No matter what this 
government says, this exercise in effective representation is not 
irreconcilable with equal representation of the provinces that have 
had significant population growth. In short, we must continue to 
work on this bill, listen to the provinces and arrive at a solution that 
benefits everyone. 


I move, seconded by the member for Welland, 


That the motion be amended by deleting all of the words after the word “that” and 
substituting the following: 


this House decline to give second reading to Bill C-20, An Act to amend the 
Constitution Act, 1867, the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act and the 
Canada Elections Act, because it: 


(a) adds and allocates new seats in the House of Commons in a way that would 
increase regional tensions in Canada; 


(b) fails to take into account the need for a nation-building approach to changes in 
Canada's democratic representation; and 


(c) ignores the principle unanimously adopted in this place that the Quebecois 
represent a nation within a united Canada. 


© (1645) 
[English] 


Mr. Frank Valeriote: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. 
There have been discussions among the parties, and I believe you 
would find consent for the following motion. 


I move that it be an instruction to the legislative committee on Bill 
C-18 that the committee postpone clause-by-clause review of Bill 
C-18 in order to permit the legislative committee to travel throughout 
Canadian Wheat Board designated areas in western Canada for the 
purpose of meeting with experts and farmers who would be affected 
by Bill C-18; and that in relation to its study of Bill C-18, the chair 
and 12 members of the legislative committee be authorized to travel 
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in western Canada from November 14, 2011 to November 18, 2011, 
and that the necessary staff accompany the committee. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Does the hon. 
member have the unanimous consent of the House to move the 
motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


Some hon. members: No. 


[Translation] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The amendment is in 
order. 


The hon. member for Kingston and the Islands. 
® (1650) 


Mr. Ted Hsu (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like some clarification. 


Imagine that, one day, in the House, we decided to say that a 
certain region of our country was unique and special. In such a case, 
would the NDP change the formula for assigning seats to that 
region? Is that the NDP's policy? 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse: Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
thank the hon. member for his question. 


Clearly, when we are speaking about the importance of 
recognizing the weight of the Quebec nation in the House of 
Commons, we are referring to the House's unanimous decision to 
recognize Quebec as a nation within Canada. We are therefore not 
talking about just any consideration or unique aspect. We are talking 
about something that was recognized and received a unanimous 
vote. Quebec has been recognized as a nation. Given this 
recognition, it seems completely legitimate to me, in this specific 
case, to say that it is important to maintain Quebec's political weight. 


I believe that this is the best thing to do in this case. 
[English] 


Mr. Kyle Seeback (Brampton West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
coming from the riding that had the largest population in all of 
Canada in the last census, I would like to ask my friend across the 
aisle how she could rationalize saying that there should be more 
representation than what is being given under the Fair Representa- 
tion act to Quebec when the voters in Brampton West have half a 
vote compared to voters in her riding. There are twice as many voters 
in my riding as hers, and she is saying that should continue and in 
fact get worse. 


What does she have to say to the voters of Brampton West? Why 
does she not think they are entitled to have the same votes as people 
in her riding? 


[Translation] 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse: Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
thank the hon. member for his question. 
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We are in Canada. We have certain special characteristics, as I 
explained in my speech. We live in a country where we cannot, all of 
a sudden, decide to decrease the number of members of Parliament 
in certain regions on the pretext, for example, that they are far less 
populated than other regions. We cannot make such decisions. It is 
normal for there to be some imbalance. Everyone wants to work to 
ensure that the imbalance is as minimal as possible and that we 
operate fairly. No one wants to deny that right. 


We recognize that Ontario, British Columbia and Alberta are 
currently under-represented and that this must be remedied; 
however, it is not by pitting the provinces against each other and 
by comparing them that we are going to solve Canada's problems. It 
is important to recognize the variety of identities within Canada and 
in each region and province. The best way to do so is to support the 
hon. member for Compton—Stanstead's bill. 


Ms. Charmaine Borg (Terrebonne—Blainville, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my colleague for her speech, which was truly 
excellent. The NDP introduced a bill that would be an alternative to 
the government's bill. In our bill, we talk about keeping Quebec's 
percentage at 24.35%, while the government would keep it at 23%. 
What difference does that make? For the Quebec nation, it is 
extremely important to keep that 1%. Could my colleague explain 
how important it is? 
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Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse: Mr. Speaker, I thank my excellent 
colleague for her comments and her question. In fact, what is 
important here is acknowledging the fact that, since Quebec was 
recognized as a nation within Canada by this House, the least we 
could do is allow Quebec to retain the political weight that it had in 
the House of Commons at the time. We are not simply talking about 
a stable demographic weight or anything like that. If the government 
wants to acknowledge the fact that the nation was recognized, and 
that that was not just empty rhetoric, it must take concrete action 
accordingly. In my opinion, maintaining Quebec's political weight in 
the House of Commons is completely justifiable. 


Hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I listened with great interest to the hon. member's speech 
and I was very impressed. However, I have a very specific question 
to ask her. 


Does her party feel that there are not enough members in the 
House and that 30 more need to be added? Has she heard her 
constituents, the people in her riding, say that we need 30 more 
members, even though the government is slashing the public 
service? Is that something she would be proud to tell her 
constituents? Or does she think, as the Liberal Party does, that we 
can get the same results—in terms of provincial representation in the 
House—with 308 seats, without adding a single one? 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse: Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
thank the hon. member for Saint-Laurent—Cartierville for his 
question, which was, as always, specific and intelligent. In the 
present situation, this bill is trying to correct the under-representation 
of three provinces that are dramatically under-represented. A 
solution has been presented, but that does not mean it is the only 
one. I am sure that there are others. For now, the proposals have been 
submitted. We also understand that eliminating some of the current 
sections regarding the political weight of provinces in the House of 
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Commons could, for example, lead to fewer members from certain 
provinces. We do not necessarily want that to happen. 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, I want to ask the hon. member, who was elected just a few 
short months ago, who spoke of changes, improvements and 
negotiations in the entire process, whether she has noticed that with 
the Conservative government, there is no room for compromise. 
Four or five times already, bills have been subject to time allocation 
motions. In committee, they bulldoze their way through everything. 
The Conservatives select the witnesses; they make sure the debates 
are as short as possible. I have a hard time believing there is any 
chance for change or improvement in this bill. 


I would like to know whether the hon. member shares my opinion 
on this. Given the fact that the NDP introduced a bill to preserve 
Quebec's political weight and given the fact that it has proposed an 
amendment, does the hon. member and do the NDP members intend 
to vote in favour of this bill at second reading stage? Yes or no? 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The hon. member for 
Louis-Saint-Laurent for a brief response. 


‘Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse: Mr. Speaker, first, I would like to 
say to the hon. member that, indeed, it can be quite difficult at times 
to discuss anything with this government. We just had a very 
concrete example of that when his colleague was unable to address 
the House to commemorate Remembrance Day. We were very 
disappointed with that decision. 


As far as the negotiations are concerned, we remain open. We 
want to try to work and move forward. It is our duty as 
parliamentarians to do as much as we can. 


Hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I am honoured to rise here in the House to state the Liberal 
Party's position on Bill C-20, whose main goal is to rebalance the 
allocation of seats in the House of Commons, taking the needs of 
those provinces that are growing quickly into account. 


The principle of provincial representation by population in the 
House of Commons is enshrined in our Constitution. Paragraph 42 
(1)a of the Constitution Act, 1982 stipulates that any amendments to 
this principle must have the consent of Parliament and the legislative 
assemblies of at least seven provinces representing at least 50% of 
the Canadian population: we know that as the 7-50 formula. 


We should all be proud that our Constitution formally confirms 
this principle of representation by population. It is a fundamental 
principle of democracy. 
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[English] 


Alas, nothing is ever so simple in our lively federation. In Canada, 
we tweak representation by population to take another factor into 
account. We take great care to assure the political representativeness 
of the provinces that are in absolute demographic decline, they are 
losing people, or in relative decline, their population is growing at a 
slower pace than the Canadian average. We are so careful about this 
that we are one of the federations where the distribution of seats 
between constitutional entities is the least numerically representative 
of its population. 


[Translation] 


We even established a floor below which a province's representa- 
tion must not fall: no province can ever have fewer members than it 
does senators. 


The Senate floor clause has been in the Constitution since 1915, in 
section SIA. It can also be found in subsection 41(b) of the 
Constitution Act, 1982. In order to amend this section of the 
Constitution Act, 1982, all members of the federation must give 
unanimous consent. 


[English] 


Hence, Prince Edward Island has four senators according to the 
Constitution, so it has four members of Parliament, whatever the size 
of its population. 


The four Atlantic provinces cannot have less than 30 seats in the 
House because that is their number of senators. This legislation 
would give them eight seats more than what strict proportional 
representation would give them. 


In a 1987 ruling, the B.C. Supreme Court stated that “the principle 
of representation ‘prescribed’ by the Constitution does not require 
perfect mathematical representation...”. A year later, the B.C. Court 
of Appeal said that what must be preserved “is the principle, not a 
specific formula”. 


In other words, Parliament has some leeway in how it applies the 
principle of proportionate representation of the provinces when 
dealing with the provinces that are in relative decline. However, that 
leeway has its limits. Parliament cannot run afoul of this principle. 
That would be unconstitutional. 


Today, we are close to the limit. This is what the most recent 
Statistics Canada pre-census data shows. In Ontario, there is 1 MP 
for every 126,000 people; in New Brunswick, | for 75,500 people. 
As we can see, the numbers need to be re-balanced. 


This will be the third time the Conservative government tries to 
perform this rebalancing act. In its first attempt in 2007, the 
government proposed adding seats for British Columbia and Alberta 
but left Ontario almost completely out. When Premier McGuinty 
objected, the federal minister for democratic reform at the time 
insulted him by calling him the small man of Confederation. 
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[ Translation] 


In its second attempt last year, the federal government ignored 
Quebec, making it the only province with a relative population 
decline to be under-represented. 


This time, the bill introduced by the Minister of State for 
Democratic Reform on October 27, would give British Columbia 
and Alberta an additional six seats and Ontario an additional 15. 
Quebec would receive three seats to better reflect its demographic 
weight. As for the other six provinces, they would continue to be 
over-represented 


[English] 


One serious drawback of this plan is that it would increase the 
number of MPs from 308 to 338. I am sure nobody in the minister's 
riding is asking for that. A 30 seat hike is not something to be taken 
lightly. Canadians are concerned about the added cost of such an 
inflationary measure. 


The government wants to slash the civil service and gorge itself 
with more politicians. That is nonsense. In these days of financial 
restraint, Parliament must take the lead. 


As our Liberal leader recently insisted, the number of MPs cannot 
keep growing forever. We would quickly reach a much higher MP to 
population ratio than is the norm in other democracies. 


_ We must not forget that in our decentralized federation there are 
many pressing issues, such as schools and hospitals, that federal 
members of Parliament do not have to address. 


In the United States, a country almost 10 times as populous as 
ours, the house of representatives is limited to 435 members. Why 
not follow its example and limit the number of seats in the House to 
its present value? Nothing can stop Parliament from doing that. 


We do need to rebalance the House's seat allocation in order to 
address the needs of the provinces with strong population growth, 
maintain proportionate representation of the other provinces and 
protect those with smaller populations in keeping with the Senate 
clause. It is possible to do that without raising the total number of 
MPs. It is doable. We would have no problem doing that, so why not 
do it? 


© (1705) 


[Translation] 
Therefore, I look forward to debating this issue in the House. 


By introducing this new bill, the government is committed to 
allowing members and senators, together with the best experts, to 
thoroughly study the repercussions of the bill. 


Democracy itself is at stake and I am firmly convinced that the 
government and the opposition should definitely be able to vote 
together on a bill with respect to this issue. Because, despite our 
political differences, we are all democrats in this House. 


It is possible that we will come to an agreement. The government 
only has to rebalance the numbers, but this time keeping the number 
of seats to 308. 
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Having said that, I am not sure that we will be able to obtain the 
support of the NDP, which believes, because Parliament recognized 
that Quebec forms a distinct nation within Canada, that Quebec's 
representation in the House of Commons should be frozen at its 
current level in perpetuity. 


I believe, as do a number of constitutional experts, that Parliament 
does not have the constitutional authority to infringe to this extent on 
the principle of proportional representation without the support of at 
least seven provinces representing at least 50% of Canada's 
population. It is important to respect the Constitution. 


We still have a lot of work to do on this bill. 


I would like to take this opportunity to ask the government and the 
minister, once again, to do the right thing with regard to its ill- 
conceived Senate reform plan. What good would it be to Canadians 
if we improve the House of Commons but make the Senate 
completely dysfunctional? This Senate reform plan is harmful and 
even dangerous, since it will weaken our entire Parliamentary 
system, including the House of Commons. 


Why is this bill dangerous for our democratic decision-making 
mechanisms? Because, by pitting two elected houses against each 
other, without a constitutional mechanism to resolve their differ- 
ences, it would create a state of institutional paralysis similar to what 
our American neighbours are experiencing. 


@ (1710) 
[English] 


What is the government thinking? What do the Prime Minister and 
the minister have in mind with their ill-conceived Senate reform 
project? Do they really want to import into Canada the same kind of 
ritual opposition and institutional paralysis we have seen in the 
United States and Mexico? Do we not have enough challenges here 
in Canada that we also need to hinder our decision-making processes 
in such a senseless counter-productive manner? 


Would the government tell British Columbians, Albertans and the 
rest of the country what logic underlies its decision to shortchange 
them in the Senate while, at the same time, it is proposing increasing 
the number of seats in the House for British Columbia and Alberta? 


Why do the minister and the Prime Minister, two Albertans, want 
to hurt their province? Do they not understand how detrimental it 
would be to B.C. and Alberta to end up with an elected and powerful 
Senate where these two provinces would be grossly under- 
represented with only six senators each, while some provinces have 
10 with a population four or six times smaller? 


The government knows that an elected upper chamber would 
carry much more weight in its dealings with the House of Commons 
than it does in its present form. What is the government's interest in 
creating such a mess for those two provinces? 


[Translation] 


How is it that, when it comes to adding seats in the House, the 
government seems to want to respect the spirit and the letter of the 
Constitution but, when it comes to Senate reform, this same 
government is ignoring the Constitution? 
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Why is the government being so inconsistent? Why the double 
standard? 


[English] 


Where is the logic? Where is the fairness? Changing the character 
of the Senate must not be done through a process that excludes the 
provinces. 


[Translation] 


Why does the government want to impose an unconstitutional 
Senate reform plan that will create pointless legal disputes between 
the provinces at a time when, on the contrary, all our governments 
should be working together to address the many economic and other 
problems that are upsetting Canadians and causing them concern? 


The Liberal opposition intends, as always, to be constructive and 
thorough. In the past, we asked the government to amend its bills to 
make changes to the House of Commons since they were ill 
conceived, and it listened. Perhaps, the government would agree to 
once again listen to us, to the benefit of all Canadians, by seeking to 
achieve the same objectives with Bill C-20 without increasing the 
number of seats in the House. 


We are also asking the government to think about our objections 
to its Senate reform plan, a plan that is irrational, unconstitutional 
and dangerous. 


[English] 


Clearly, it would make no sense at all for the government to undo 
with one hand what it wants to do with the other. 


Hon. Tim Uppal (Minister of State (Democratic Reform), 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I listened with interest to my colleague's speech. 
The problem is that when the Liberals were governing, they were 
used to having winners and losers in the provinces. They would pick 
winners and losers. This is a fair formula that we brought forward for 
all the provinces. It brings every province closer to representation by 
population. 


My question to the member is, which provinces, under his plan, 
has he picked to win seats and which provinces would he take seats 
away from? Which provinces, under his plan, would be the winners 
and which ones would be the losers? 


Hon. Stéphane Dion: Mr. Speaker, the answer is very simple. 
Everybody would be the winner because nobody wants more seats in 
this House. Canadians want fair representation, and we are in 
agreement with that. 


What is important is which provinces would be so under- 
represented that they would need to be rebalanced. We know which 
provinces they are: Alberta, British Columbia and Ontario. However, 
other provinces would still be over-represented even if we stayed at 
308 seats. At the end of the day, this is what Canadians want; they do 
not want to forever increase. 


My question to the minister is, when will it end? In what other 
country, in order to rebalance the seats between its provinces or 
regions, is it always an issue to add? Is it France, Germany, or the 
United States? The answer is none of them. 
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They are all able to rebalance and have proportional representation 
that is fair for everyone. This is what we need to achieve. We may 
achieve it by keeping the same number of seats in this House. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Raymond Côté (Beauport—Limoilou, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
fundamentally, I do not think we can put a price on life or 
democracy. I am very disappointed to see that my colleague is a fan 
of doing nothing and that he even wants to make Canadians pay the 
price. 


A few weeks ago, I heard about a debate going on in Calgary, 
where there are very few city councillors. It is seems to be a 
problem, because they are not saving money. Calgary city 
councillors must hire a very large staff to be able to manage their 
massive electoral districts. 


We must reflect a country's dynamic, and I think that more seats in 
the House would reflect that dynamic. Which province would my 
colleague like to see pay the price of decreasing its political weight 
in the House? 


@ (1715) 


Hon. Stéphane Dion: Mr. Speaker, this is the only parliament 
where a member could rationally claim that we are doing nothing 
when we are trying to avoid increasing the number of politicians at a 
time when we are asking Canadians to tighten their belts. Almost all 
of his constituents will tell him that it makes no sense to increase the 
number of members of Parliament. That is not what they want. They 
want their province to be represented. Being 10 out of 50 is better 
than being 12 out of 100. That is the heart of the issue here. It is the 
percentage that we represent in relation to thé total. It is not the 
number we have. It is a matter of having a fair percentage in 
proportion to the population. That is what would happen with this 
bill, which provides for 338 members of Parliament, but we could 
achieve the same thing with 308 members of Parliament. 


Mr. Jean-François Fortin (Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Ma- 
tane—Matapédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I would like to hear the hon. 
member who just spoke talk about another issue. We feel that 
Bill C-20 is an attack on Quebec's political weight. 


What does the hon. member think about the bill introduced by the 
Conservatives, particularly from Quebec's point of view and given 
that the House has recognized the Quebec nation? I would also like 
to know how the Liberal Party will be voting at second reading. 


Hon. Stéphane Dion: Mr. Speaker, the second aspect, that we 
come to an agreement here on this issue, is very important to the 
Liberal opposition. 


We are not ready to throw in the towel. We agree with the bill's 
objectives. We have been calling for this for a long time. The 
government improved its bill in comparison to previous versions. We 
believe that the same results can be achieved with 308 seats instead 
of 338. To answer the minister's question, as a Quebecker, I would 
not care if seats were taken away from Quebec, as long as our 
proportion remains the same. I say that as a Quebecker. I would 
rather we had 70 seats out of 100 than 75 seats out of 200, if I can 
use such a drastic example. I would not care if Quebec lost seats, as 
long as the proportion of Quebeckers remains equal to its 
representation within the Canadian population. That is the issue. 
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If the hon. member wishes to forever freeze a province's 
representation in the House by, let us say, keeping that province 
from ever dropping below a certain percentage—as the NDP has 
proposed as well—I would respond by saying that he wants to give 
Parliament a power that it does not have. It would flout the power of 
the provinces. It would be asking the Canadian Parliament to tell the 
provinces that they will go unheard and that Parliament works alone. 
I cannot accept that. I want Quebec's National Assembly and other 
legislative assemblies to have their say if the government proposes to 
freeze a province's representation forever, which would go 
completely against the principle of proportional representation of 
the provinces, as established in the Canadian Constitution. 


Mr. Raymond Côté: Mr. Speaker, I find the hon. member's 
responses to be absolutely unbelievable. Let us take a look at the 
Canadian reality. In Ontario, there are exactly the same number of 
seats in the Ontario legislature as there are— 


Hon. Peter Van Loan: That is not true. 


Mr. Raymond Côté: It is not true? I am sorry. I thought it was 
exactly the same number. It is possible. The fact remains that the 
National Assembly has more seats than Quebec has members in the 
House. Is the hon. member suggesting that the National Assembly is 
going too far in the number of seats it has? That seems totally 
inconsistent to me. 


On the contrary, a legislature has to be able to represent the 
demographic weight, the cultural weight, the political weight, the 
regional linguistic realities, and so on. This can result in an unequal 
configuration. What is more, that is the case when we talk about the 
different Canadian provinces. There are tremendous inequalities that 
are perfectly justifiable. How can the hon. member justify the status 
quo, which I have already condemned? 


Hon. Stéphane Dion: Mr. Speaker, it is the same question, and it 
calls for the same answer. It is not the status quo. We can do better 
work if there are fewer of us. When there are too many of us, we do 
not work as well. That is true in every organization in the world. It 
becomes a bureaucracy. There comes a time when there are too many 
MPs. 


We are a decentralized federation. We do not have to manage the 
hospitals and the schools in our ridings. We can focus on our work. 
We simply need to give MPs more help if they are having a hard 
time doing their work. We do not need to increase the number of 
MPs. We do not need any more MPs in the House than we already 
have. We were doing good work when there were 280 of us ,and 
now we are 308. I think that is enough. The Americans have 435, but 
they have 10 times the population. Do we need to get to 435 to 
realize there are too many of us? At what point will the hon. member 
say that the number of MPs we have does not make any sense? We 
can very well stay at 308 and rebalance representation of the 
provinces in the House. 
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@ (1720) 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse (Louis-Saint-Laurent, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, in relation to the last comment made by my colleague 
from Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, I would like to ask him if he thinks 
we can compare ourselves to the United States in that regard. Does 
he believe that the 69 members in Iceland who represent the 300,000 
inhabitants there should cut their parliament in half? What number 
should be sought in proportion? I do not understand why there 
should suddenly be a global standard for the number of 
parliamentarians in a parliament. 


Hon. Stéphane Dion: Mr. Speaker, that exists everywhere. People 
compare the number of parliamentarians to the population in every 
country. Canada is currently becoming an inflationary country in that 
regard. Just when the government is slashing the public service, 
when we do not have enough environmental inspectors, the 
government wants to increase the number of politicians. 


I am certain that if I went into all of my colleagues' ridings and 
defended my point of view, everyone would applaud me. People 
would say that they do not want more politicians, that we have 
enough as it is and they should do their jobs better. We do not need 
to increase that number by 30 or 40. 


[English] 
BILL C-20—NOTICE OF TIME ALLOCATION MOTION 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. The fair 
representation act is important for Canada's democracy. In view of 
the upcoming census results and redistribution, it is important that 
the bill is passed in a time fashion. I thought the opposition agreed. 


We have heard the member for Hamilton Centre and the NDP 
critic for democratic reform say that if we did not have these seats 
available for the next election then, quite frankly, the government 
will have failed. We agree with him. 


However, as is evident from the motion that was moved earlier 
today by the opposition that this not proceed past second reading, I 
regret to advise that agreement has not been reached under the 
provisions of Standing Orders 78(1) or 78(2) with respect to the 
second reading stage of Bill C-20, an act to amend the Constitution 
Act, 1867, the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act and the 
Canada Elections Act. 


Under the provisions of Standing Order 78(3), I give notice that a 
minister of the Crown will propose, at the next sitting, a motion to 
allot a specific number of days or hours for the consideration and 
disposal of proceedings at the said stage. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I rise on the same point of 
order. I wonder if it is safe, now, for us to assume, because there are 
rules that we have in place inside the Chamber that help facilitate 
debate so that members of Parliament can actually contribute. I know 
the current Government Leader of the House of Commons is a big 
fan of the whole time allocation thing. As opposed to negotiating in 
good faith with opposition House leaders, he prefers to come down 
with the majority big stick saying, “No more debate. Let's shut it 
down”. 


Is this the kind of majority government we can anticipate— 
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. This is 
not a point of order, so we will continue. 


The hon. minister of state. 
SECOND READING 


Hon. Tim Uppal (Minister of State (Democratic Reform), 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am very happy to have this opportunity to 
speak about fairness and representation for all Canadians. 


In the last election and in previous elections, our party committed 
to Canadians that we would address the growing unfairness in 
representation. During the last election, we made three distinct 
promises to ensure that any update to the formula allocating House 
of Commons seats would be fair for all provinces. 


First, we would increase the number of seats now and in the future 
to better reflect population growth in British Columbia, Alberta and 
Ontario. 


Second, we would protect the number of seats for smaller 
provinces. 


Third, we would protect the proportional representation of Quebec 
according to its population. 


Our government received a strong mandate to move toward fair 
representation in the House of Commons, and we are delivering on 
that commitment. 


Bill C-20, fair representation act would provide fair representation 
for Canadians living in the fastest growing provinces of Ontario, 
British Columbia and Alberta. 


First, I would like to outline the problem that we need to fix. 


According to our Constitution, every 10 years the number of 
House of Commons seats allocated to each provinces is revised. The 
way this is done is through the seat allocation formula explained in 
section 51 of the Constitution Act, 1867. 


The seat allocation formula in place now dates from 1985. Back in 
1985, our predecessors in this place faced a decision. They could 
either allow the size of the House of Commons to grow roughly in 
line with population growth, or they could attempt to restrain the 
growth of the House of Commons. They decided on a formula that 
would restrain the growth in the House of Commons. In doing that, 
they entrenched a seat allocation formula that would remain 
anchored in the past and that would not properly account for 
population growth in the future. 


The most obvious and unfortunate result was that the representa- 
tion of Canadians in our largest and fastest growing provinces was 
discounted. In fact, population growth was largely ignored by the 
formula and fairness in representation for Canadians suffered more 
and more as time went on. To be fair, the problem was not simply 
with the formula. It was flawed, certainly, but it needed help. Our 
population growth patterns were that help. 
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Population growth since the mid-1980s has seen significant higher 
than national average growth in Ontario, British Columbia and 
Alberta. Population growth in those provinces has been even higher 
in large urban and suburban areas. Under the 1985 formula, the 
population of these three provinces have become significantly and 
increasingly under-represented due to the population growth. 


This has caused a representation gap. This representation gap 
should, of course, be addressed. To illustrate the need for addressing 
this representation gap, we look no further than the riding of my 
colleague from Brampton West. He joined me for the announcement 
of the bill last week in his riding and his riding is the perfect example 
of the need for this bill. 


Brampton West is home to the largest number of Canadians in any 
one constituency at over 170,000 people. That population figure was 
as of the 2006 census, over five years ago. Truly that number is even 
higher right now. That 170,000 people compares to an average 
national riding size of just under 113,000 people. In fact, only our 
four largest provinces have average riding sizes of over 90,000 
people. 


Brampton West is represented by one member of Parliament, 
though its population alone could warrant almost two in most other 
areas of the country. Brampton West is also home to a considerable 
number of new and visible minority Canadians. Canada's new and 
visible minority population is increasing, largely through immigra- 
tion. These immigrants tend to settle in fast growing communities 
like Brampton and in our fastest growing provinces like Ontario. 


These three factors, high immigration to fast growing regions of 
the fastest growing provinces, combine to magnify the representation 
gap to these regions. This situation inadvertently causes new 
Canadians and visible minorities to be even more under-represented 
than the average. 


It is clear for all to see that this situation undermines a principle of 
representation by population in our country. Brampton West is the 
most extreme example of the representation gap, but it allows us to 
put the problem into perspective. 


If left with the status quo, the representation gap experienced by 
Canadians living in fast growing provinces and constituencies will 
grow even more striking. If left to grow worse, this gap could 
seriously threaten the legitimacy of our claim to being a 
representative democracy. 


@ (1725) 


It truly is that important. This is a serious problem that requires an 
immediate solution. I propose that Bill C-20 would be that solution. 


With the fair representation act, our Conservative government 
would deliver a principled and reasonable update to the formula 
allocating seats in the House of Commons. 


The bill would do a number of things. It would move every single 
province toward representation by population in the House of 
Commons. It would address the representation gap by moving 
Ontario, British Columbia and Alberta significantly closer to 
representation by population. Using the formula put forward in the 
bill, Ontario would receive 15 new seats, British Columbia would 
receive 6 new seats and Alberta would receive 6 new seats. The bill 
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would increase seat counts for these provinces, both now and in the 
future, by ensuring that population growth would be more accurately 
factored into the seat allocation formula. In this way, the foundation 
principle of representation by population would be much better 
respected and maintained, now and in the future. 


At the same time, the bill would ensure that smaller and slower- 
growing provinces would maintain their number of seats. The 
legislation would also fulfill our platform commitment to maintain 
Quebec's representation at a level proportionate to its population. 
Quebec has just over 23% of the provincial population and it would 
have just over 23% of the provincial seats in the House of Commons. 
That is what we have promised and that is what will deliver. 


Since the purpose of the bill is be to move every single province 
toward representation by population in a fair and reasonable way, 
Quebec will receive three new seats under a new representation rule 
applicable to all provinces should they need it. This rule will ensure 
that no province that is over-represented will experience representa- 
tion less than what is proportionate to the population after any future 
seat adjustment. The reason for this is simple and fundamental. 
While the relative weight of provinces may fluctuate, our seat- 


‘allocation formula should ensure that efforts to move under- 


represented provinces closer to representation by population do not 
also bring over-represented provinces under the level which their 
populations. warrant. This is in support of the principle of 
proportionate representation and is one of the fundamental principles 
in our Constitution, right alongside representation by population. 


It would not be fair or principled to enact a formula that could 
punish a smaller or slower-growing province in that way. This rule is 
be part of the fair balance that we must strike. 


We have an obligation to enact a formula that better respects and 
maintains representation by population. The bill would do this. We 
have an obligation to enact a formula that ensures the effective and 
proportionate representation of all provinces, especially for smaller 
and slower-growing provinces. The bill would do that. We have an 
obligation to enact a principled formula with national application 
that is fair for all provinces. The bill would do that. We have an 
obligation to work together to ensure that the vote of each Canadian, 
to the greatest extent possible, has equal weight. The bill would do 
that. Canadians rightfully expect fair and principled representation in 
their democratic institutions. I think this bill would provide that as 
well. 


I would like to discuss the details. 
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As I have stated, Bill C-20, fair representation act, would update 
the constitutional formula for allocating seats in the House of 
Commons among the provinces. The seat readjustment formula has 
been updated by Parliament a number of times since Confederation, 
each time seeking to strike a balance among the principles I just 
outlined. Parliament acts through its authority to amend the 
Constitution in relation to the House of Commons under section 
44 of the Constitution Act, 1982. This was the same constitutional 
authority under which the existing formula was passed in 1985. I 
want to make it clear that we are on firm and well-travelled ground. 


The seat allocation formula operates by determining an electoral 
quotient which, theoretically, represents the average population per 
seat and then dividing the population of each province to determine 
the initial number of seats per province. Once initial seat allocations 
are produced, the formula provides additional seats to certain 
provinces, according to the two minimum seat guarantees outlined in 
the Constitution. 


Added in 1915, the Senate floor guarantees that no province can 
have fewer seats in the House of Commons than it has in the Senate. 


@ (1730) 


Added in 1985, the grandfather clause guarantees that no province 
can be allocated a number of seats that is less than the number of 
seats it had in 1985. 


The final step adds the total provincial seats and one seat for each 
territory to determine the total number of seats. 


The representation gap I spoke of earlier stems from this point. 
The current 1985 formula sets 279 members as a permanent divisor 
in determining the electoral quotient, and 279 was the number of 
provincial seats in the House of Commons at the time that the 
formula was passed in 1985. 


The House then had 282 seats, 279 provincial seats and three 
territorial seats. This divisor of 279 was not allowed to readjust over 
time to reflect the actual number of provincial seats in the House of 
Commons, currently at 305. 


The combined effect of fixing the divisor at 279 and the seat 
guarantee to slower growing provinces is this. It prevents faster 
growing provinces from receiving a share of seats that is in line with 
their share of the population. Faster growing provinces have 
accordingly become significantly and increasingly under-represented 
in the House of Commons, relative to their population, and are likely 
to become even more under-represented in future reallocations under 
this existing formula. This is clearly not fair. 


The fair representation act would provide an updated allocation 
formula that would move every province toward representation by 
population and significantly reduce the number of increasing under- 
representation for the faster growing provinces. 


The electoral quotient with the 2011 readjustment will be set at 
111,166. This number reflects the average riding population prior to 
the last seat re-adjustment in 2001 and increased by the simple 
average of provincial population growth rates. 


The Senate floor and grandfather clause would continue to apply. 
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The representation that I spoke of would also apply, such that if a 
currently overrepresented province becomes under-represented as a 
result of the application of the updated formula, additional seats 
would be allocated to that provinces so its proportional representa- 
tion, according to population, is protected. 


For the purpose of calculating the provincial seat allocation, 
provincial populations would be based on Statistics Canada's annual 
population estimates from July 1, 2011. These estimates correct for 
undercoverage in the census and provide the best data available on 
provincial populations and therefore the most appropriate data with 
which to determine provincial seat counts. 


For the 2021 readjustment and each subsequent readjustment, the 
electoral quotient would be increased by the simple average of 
provincial population growth rate since the preceding readjustment. 
The result is a larger increase in the number of seats in the House of 
Commons compared to the current 1985 formula, both in the next 
readjustment and in the future readjustments. 


These increases will more accurately reflect population growth 
across the country and will provide for far closer representation by 
population. The increasing representation gap would be closed and 
Canadians would be represented much more fairly. 


Where and how the House of Commons seats are distributed 
within provinces is a separate and distinct process that will remain 
largely unchanged. Once the number of seats per province is 
established, the process set out in the Electoral Boundaries 
Readjustment Act is used to readjust and redistribute electoral 
boundaries within the provinces. 


The readjustment of electoral boundaries is taken in accordance 
with census data, as it has always been, which provides population 
counts at the geographic level that is necessary to most accurately 
revise electoral boundaries. 


The independent boundary commissions that determine the 
electoral boundaries for each province will continue to be constituted 
in the same way and will continue to operate unchanged. This 
independent boundary commission process was established in 1964 
and was amended slightly in 1979. There is no change to that aspect 
of the process. 


The fair representation act does include amendments that would 
streamline the timelines governing the boundary readjustment 
process to ensure that it will be completed and in effect before the 
end of our government's mandate. The changes proposed to the 
boundaries readjustment process are aimed simply and solely at 
streamlining the process. 


@ (1735) 


Moreover, each proposed change to the timelines has been 
recommended previously in some form by the Chief Electoral 
Officer, the procedure and House affairs committee, or the Royal 
Commission on Electoral Reform and Party Financing, known as the 
Lortie commission. 


These changes should streamline and modernize the process. They 
have taken into account recommendations expressed by Elections 
Canada. 
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While the timelines are changing somewhat, the process itself 
remains unchanged and independent. 


To conclude, the fair representation bill is a principled nationally 
applicable update to the formula that allocates seats to the House of 
Commons. It is fair. It is reasonable. It is principled. It solves a 
problem that needs to be fixed and that will only grow worse if we 
fail to act. It will achieve better representation for faster growing 
provinces while maintaining representation for smaller and slower 
growing provinces. 


I will say it again: Canadians rightfully expect fair and principled 
representation in their democratic institutions. The fair representation 
bill delivers on this expectation and delivers on our government's 
long-standing commitment. 


I strongly encourage the opposition to work with us in passing this 
principled and reasonable legislation as quickly as possible to ensure 
the vote of every Canadian has equal weight to the greatest extent 
possible and as soon as possible. I look forward to continuing my 
work with all my colleagues in the House to ensure that happens. 


© (1740) 
| Translation | 


Mr. Raymond Côté (Beauport—Limoilou, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I listened very carefully to the speech given by the minister for 
democratic reform. 


Clearly, taking a first step towards rebalancing the political weight 
and representation in the House is a good thing. However, given that 
there is a risk that the debate will be cut short again, I am very 
worried because we have some proposals to make. The minister just 
reached out, asked us for suggestions and proposed working 
together, but I have to wonder under what conditions we might be 
working. 


Unfortunately, I have a feeling that this offer was merely for show, 
merely to look good in the eyes of the public. How could we 
possibly get the government to listen to us and hope to move this bill 
forward in co-operation with the provinces under the conditions 
imposed on us? ; 


[English] 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, this is a formula that is 
principled and applicable to the entire country. It is fair for the entire 
country as it brings every province closer to representation by 
population. There has been debate about this in the House. There 
will be further debate about this in the House of Commons. Then 
there will be opportunities to speak about it further in committee. 


What Canadians want us to do is to move forward. This 
government received a strong mandate to bring fairness in 
representation and to bring every province closer to representation 
by population. We are moving forward on that. We have made this 
commitment and we will follow through on that commitment. 


Hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): 
Madam Speaker, I agree with the minister's conclusion that 
Canadians want to have proportional representation in the House 
that would be fair for every province. 


I will say to the minister that the bill he tabled is much better than 
the two other attempts by his government. I think we are much closer 
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now. However, I reiterate my point that we may achieve it without 
adding one seat in the House. 


If the minister has heard Canadians say that they want more MPs 
or more politicians, he should tell me because I have not heard one 
Canadian say that. Canadians think the system is fair with 308 seats. 
That is enough. We could achieve the same percentage by province 
that he has mentioned by staying at 308. 


It is true that my province of Quebec would have fewer seats but 
our representation would be as good as it is in the bill. To have 70 
seats in Quebec out of, let us say, 250 would be better than 78 out of 
338. I am sure it would be the same for all my colleagues in all 
provinces. What is important is the representation of a province, not 
the number of seats. 


Could the minister tell us if, after working with experts, he came 
back with another scenario of 308 seats, what that would mean for 
fair representation? 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, the fact is we live in a very 
large country with varying populations. Along with that, to 
complicate the issues, we have constitutional guarantees of seats 
for certain provinces, for provinces that have slower growing 
populations and populations that have moved to other parts of the 


country. 


We made a commitment in the campaign that we would protect 
the seats of those smaller provinces. We made a commitment in the 
campaign that we would bring the provinces of Alberta, B.C. and 
Ontario closer to representation by population. It is only fair that the 
people living in those provinces have their vote counted, to the 
greatest extent possible, equally, just like the other provinces. We are 
moving forward on that commitment by bringing every province 
closer to representation by population. 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, following on the question from the Liberals, I have had 
difficulty with this. We saw two incarnations of this legislation in 
previous Parliaments, neither of which had an increased number 
seats for the province of Quebec. As much as the government 
members may think I do not have much intelligence, I think I have a 
reasonable knowledge of how this system works, but I have no 
comprehension whatsoever as to how they came to the number of 
three additional seats for the province of Quebec. 


With regard to that, I want to take some credit for my party for 
having pressed the government into recognizing all the various 
considerations that go into increasing the number of seats in this 
House. The Conservatives' responsibility as government in propos- 
ing this type of legislation is to take into account the historical rights 
that the province of Quebec has in terms ofan equilibrium of seats 
and its right to have fair representation in the House. I congratulate 
the Conservatives for finally moving on that and I take some credit 
on behalf of my party for seeing them do that. 


I come back to my basic question. How did they come to the three 
seats? I have no way of understanding that. 
© (1745) 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, it is my pleasure to answer the 
question. 
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That fact is we committed that Quebec would have representation 
equal to its population. The numbers work out like this: Quebec has 
23% of the population and it will have 23% of the seats in the House 
of Commons, which would require it to get three additional seats. 
That is where those three seats come from. 


Hon. Stéphane Dion: Madam Speaker, I am enjoying this 
discussion with the minister. I want to tell him how important it is for 
me that we agree at the end of the day. We are all democrats and it 
would be good to agree. 


I am sure Canadians would prefer 308 seats rather than 338 seats. 
No one is asking for more MPs. We do not need that many in 
Canada. The United States has 435 seats for ten times the population 
that Canada has. We do not need to add any seats. We could achieve 
the same goals that are in the bill by keeping the same number of 
seats. I know Quebec would have fewer than 75 seats, but the 
representation for Quebec would be the same. This is what is key for 
Quebeckers. 


I am telling the minister that we have the constitutional power to 
do it. We need to keep the Senate floor rule clause, and it is good, but 
the grandfather clause can be changed by Parliament alone. We do 
not need to have a long constitutional discussion about that. It would 
be much better for Canada. 


I am asking the minister, when would we stop adding seats? When 
would we say there are enough seats? 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, the hon. member's proposal 
would have us change some legislation and not change the Senate 
floor rule, which would actually leave some provinces over- 
represented and other provinces continue to be under-represented. 


What we have done is to bring forward a principled formula that 
brings every province closer to representation by population. At the 
end of the day, the Liberal proposal would have us open up the 
Constitution and get into long drawn-out constitutional battles that 
no Canadian wants. What Canadians want is to be fairly represented 
in the House of Commons. Further to that, they want this 
government to continue to work on the economy and work on jobs 
and not get into the long drawn-out constitutional battles that the 
Liberals want. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Charmaine Borg (Terrebonne—Blainville, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, my question has to do with the comments made by the 
minister just now. 


Iam a bit concerned that he thinks Canadians do not want a debate 
on this issue. I do think that Canadians want a debate on this issue 
because we are talking about a constitutional amendment. That is 
huge. 


I would like the minister to reconsider his comments. I would also 
like him to talk about the fact that the government decided to limit 
discussion on this issue. 


[English] 
Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, the fact is, yes, Canadians 
want to hear debate. There is debate on this bill and there will be 


more debate on this bill as there is on every bill. We give more than 
enough time to debate bills in the House of Commons. What 
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Canadians really want is action. Canadians gave this government a 
strong mandate to move forward and that is what we are doing. 


Mr. Sean Casey: Madam Speaker, on a point of order, there have 
been extensive discussions on this topic and I believe we finally have 
agreement. If you were to seek it, I believe you would find 
unanimous consent for the following motion: That it be an 
instruction to the Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs that it 
travel for the purpose of meeting with veterans as part of its hearings 
into the impact of the recent decision by the Conservative 
government to cut over $200 million from the Veterans Affairs 
department, that it be an instruction to the Standing Committee on 
Veterans Affairs to hold hearings in each province and territory, and 
that in relation to this study, the 12 members of the Veterans Affairs 
committee be authorized to travel within Canada no later than 
December 16, 2011, and that the necessary staff accompany the 
committee. 


© (1750) 


The Deputy Speaker: The House has heard the terms of the 
motion. Does the House give its consent? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


Some hon. members: No. 


Hon. Gordon O'Connor: Madam Speaker, on a point of order, 
there have been no extensive consultations. There have been two of 
these so far today and the members are misrepresenting what is 
going on. They should not be saying there have been extensive 
consultations when they have been consulting themselves. 


The Deputy Speaker: Resuming debate. The hon. member for 
Windsor—Tecumseh has two minutes to begin making his 
comments. 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, since there is no use going into the topic itself in that 
short period of time, let me make a few comments about the 
government moving time allocation. 


This will now be the sixth time in about 40 sitting days that the 
government has moved time allocation. It is fast approaching 
matching the former Liberal government in its 2000 to 2004 term of 
office with the number of time allocation motions it moved, although 
the Conservatives are way ahead of the Liberals in terms of the 
period of time within which they did it. It took the Liberal 
government of the day about 130 sitting days to move time 
allocation on nine different occasions. The Conservatives are up to 
six time allocation motions already in a little over 30 days. 


We have seen incarnations of this bill twice in previous 
Parliaments and each time there is a difference in the numbers. 
There appears to be a different rationale each time. 


The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member will have 18 and one- 
half minutes to make his comments when this bill is next before the 
House. 


[Translation] 
It being 5:52 p.m., the House will now proceed to the 


consideration of private members' business as listed on today's 
order paper. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS" BUSINESS 
[Translation] 


PARLIAMENT OF CANADA ACT 


Mr. Mathieu Ravignat (Pontiac, NDP) moved that Bill C-306, 
An Act to amend the Parliament of Canada Act (political affiliation), 
be read the second time and referred to a committee. 


He said: Madam Speaker, this evening we are debating Bill 
C-306, An Act to amend the Parliament of Canada Act (political 
affiliation), which concerns the foundation of our democracy. Before 
debating the bill, I would like to take this opportunity to congratulate 
my colleague from Sackville—Eastern Shore on his excellent work 
over the years to ensure that this bill was introduced in each new 
session of Parliament. It is an honour for me to introduce it once 
again and to have seconded it the first time. 


The bill provides that a member’s seat in the House of Commons 
will be vacated and a by-election called for that seat if the member, 
having been elected to the House as a member of a political party or 
as an independent, changes parties or becomes a member of a party, 
as the case may be. However, I would like to point out that the seat 
will not be vacated if the member, having been elected as a member 
of a political party, chooses to sit as an independent. 


I believe that this bill will help restore Canadians’ faith in our 
democracy. For these reasons, I am asking members on all sides to 
support it. Recently, the government proposed certain political 
reforms, and we hope that it will show that it takes them seriously by 
supporting this bill. 


This bill also reflects a fundamental objective of my party, which 
is to do politics differently in order to renew people's trust in elected 
officials. It is unfortunate that, in a number of surveys on Canadians' 
trust in different professions conducted in recent years, politicians 
were always ranked at the bottom. Politicians who crossed the floor 
in recent years only added fuel to the fire. Even though there has 
been a slight increase in political engagement in recent elections 
mainly due to our party, it is not difficult to see that the Canadian 
political system, in particular the politicians, no longer inspires the 
confidence of people in general. In the last election, few observers 
talked about Canadians! interest and engagement in the democratic 
process and what Canadians think of politics in general. 


I will now fill that gap. To shed light on these issues the 
Association for Canadian Studies commissioned Léger Marketing to 
ask Canadians a series of questions that offer insight into political 
interest and engagement. The results show that Canadians have a 
negative view of politicians and that the vast majority of Canadians 
do not recommend pursuing a career in politics. Just over one in five 
do not think that most politicians can be trusted and a similar 
percentage would recommend a career in politics. In fact, the vast 
majority would not suggest pursuing such a career. 


More specifically, when asked whether most politicians can be 
trusted, only 3.1% agreed. When asked whether they would 
recommend that a friend or family member pursue a career in 
politics, only 4.9% said that they would. The entire system is being 
called into question. When asked why they think Canadians choose 
not to vote in elections, most suggest it-is the feeling that their vote 
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has no impact. The second reason offered by Canadians as to why 
people decide not to vote is that they do not like any of the choices. 


With regard to the choices offered, 26.9% of men did not like the 
choices as compared to 31.3% of women. We should all be 
wondering why they do not like the choices offered. Something is 
not working at the political level. In addition, when we look at the 
figures on politics in general from a language perspective, 40% of 
francophones did not like politics, as compared to 46% of 
anglophones and 41% of allophones. It is unbelievable. Voter 
turnout for Canadian elections is still a major challenge. For the past 
five elections, the trend has been down: voter turnout was only 61% 
for the last election. 


@ (1755) 


Canada is now behind countries like Italy, Spain, the Czech 


‘Republic and even Greece. Even if we are ahead of the United 


States, we are still behind Great Britain and New Zealand. 


Over the past 30 years, political cynicism has been on the rise in 
Canada. For example, since 1982, the feeling that honesty and 
integrity among members of Parliament are weak or very weak 
increased in 49% of Canadians. In my province, Quebec, according 
to an article in La Presse: 


The results [of the survey] show that 87% of respondents chose words like 
“discouraged” or “put off’ to describe how they feel about politics. One in five 
voters, or 21%, said that they were [completely] indifferent. Only 9% said that they 
felt optimistic and 11% felt passionate about politics. Among Quebec voters of 
average age, 34 to 55 years, the proportion of those who felt discouraged or put off 
by politics climbed to 94%. 


When respondents were asked whether they considered themselves to be 
disillusioned or cynical, 47%, and 50% of women, said that they did, 37% said that 
they did not and 16% were unsure. 


When they were asked why they were so disenchanted, they 
responded: 


Primarily because of integrity. That is the top reason given by 80% of the 
respondents to explain their disenchantment. Lack of effectiveness came in second, at 
72%...Two-thirds of respondents, or 61%, said that “nothing changes in politics”. 
Lastly, 48% said that politicians have a “lack of ideas”. 


I will go on, because it is important. 


Nearly 80% disagree or strongly disagree with the statement that “politicians are 
honest”. Only 14% agree with that statement. Similarly, 88% of respondents disagree 
with the statement “politicians tell the truth”. [Unbelievable.] Only 9% think that 
politicians tell the truth. It should be noted that no respondents, or 0%, said that they 
strongly agree with the fact that politicians tell the truth. Some 69% disagree with the 
statement that "politicians care about the interests of the public”. However, nearly 
half, or 45%, acknowledged that “politicians work hard”. 


At least we have that. 


That is not a pretty picture. A number of articles suggest that the 
topics Canadians care about most when it comes to trusting 
politicians is sincerity, honesty, wasting money and lack of public 
interest. 
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[English] 


This is a situation that should concern us all. In order for a 
democracy to be healthy and to thrive, it must enjoy the confidence 
of the vast majority of the electorate. If not, we may very well be 
headed for a democratic crisis such as exists in the United States, 
where only 49% of people vote in the federal elections. That is less 
than half of the eligible voters. 


There is a clear need to restore the confidence of Canadians. Cases 
like those of David Emerson and Belinda Stronach have greatly 
contributed to weakening Canadians' opinions of our political 
institutions, but so have consistent governments that have done 
nothing with regard to political reform. 


For example, in 2006, by defeating the bill introduced by my 
distinguished colleague, Mr. Stoffer, the Liberals, who were in 
power and were backed by the Bloc Québécois, simply main- 
tained— 


[Ti Pansidtion) 


The Deputy Speaker: Order. I would like to remind the hon. 
member that he cannot refer to another member by name. 


Mr. Mathieu Ravignat: I am sorry. I meant to say “my 
distinguished colleague from Sackville—Eastern Shore.” 


[English] 


I will resume. The Liberals, who were in power backed by the 
Bloc Québécois, simply maintained the status quo in 2006. They 
proved to Canadians that the political class was once again not truly 
interested in democratic and ethical reforms for Parliament. 


We need to give voters in Canada a greater say in the political 
future of their elected representatives, particularly those who want to 
cross the floor in order to satisfy their careers. 


The point of principle here is this: whose seat is it that we or I am 
sitting in? This seat is not mine; it is the seat of the people of the 
Pontiac. I feel very strongly that our political future as MPs must 
always be decided by our constituents. Only when we stand up on 
principle and give greater control to the Canadian electorate will 
some of the cynicism felt by voters in this country fade. It is a 
fundamental question of accountability to the people we represent. 
No one should have a problem with that. 


Since the NDP introduced the bill in 1997, there has been broad 
support for it among Canadians. Given the above, this does not 
surprise me. Ordinary Canadians are tired of the ping-pong game of 
politics. The reality is that nobody votes for a candidate without 
considering what party he or she belongs to. It is a true slap in the 
voter's face when elected representatives join another party without 
seeking approval from their voters. 


Parties are there to present a series of values to Canadians. 
Election platforms are value statements, and Canadians connect with 
those values. Canadians know there are differences in values 
between political parties. They know that the NDP is not the 
Conservative Party. It is a grave injustice to treat their choices and 
their political values as though they have no consequence. It is an 
insult to their intelligence. 
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Honestly, I do not see this as a partisan issue. It is about 
disciplining us all, on this side of the House and theirs. NDP MPs as 
much as government MPs would be bound by this legislation. 


The government has made a number of proposals with regard to 
democratic reform. The Conservatives themselves have been 
concerned about democratic reform ever since they were in 
opposition. There seems to be an openness by the government with 
regard to taking action on these matters, but time will show us how 
serious the government is about reform and about eliminating the 
backroom dealings that Canadians have come to hate about our 
political system. 


Resistance to this legislation equals resistance to cracking down 
on backroom deals and secret deals. Fixing Ottawa has to start with 
ourselves. If the Prime Minister and the government, as well as the 
other parties represented in the House, are serious about democratic 
reform, then they should vote for the bill. 


@ (1805) 


[Translation] 


This bills aims to discipline us, as representatives of the people, to 
make us more accountable to the voters’ wishes and to cut down on 
petty politics. It is aimed directly at cynicism. 


Many people will undoubtedly ask us, “Why this time? Why now, 
when it did not work the last time?” When the NDP introduced this 
bill in 1997, there were 21 NDP members; in 2001, there were 14. 
We are bringing it back again, now we have more than 100 
members, because we believe in it. It is important to us and to 
Canadians. We are simply continuing what was previously started by 
the NDP. This is important to us. Today, thanks to Canadians, we are 
now in a better position, as the official opposition, to get this bill 
passed. 


To conclude, this bill gives us a golden opportunity to show 
Canadians that we are truly ready to be more responsible and to 
respect their political choice. 


[English] 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, it is interesting that the member would propose such a 
bill. This is a bill that actually passed in the Manitoba legislature. 


There were individuals who presented in committee and raised a 
great deal of concerns. I was told by one individual, and we can do 
some research to find out if in fact it is the case, that Winston 
Churchill had crossed the floor on several occasions. 


If the issue is to get people engaged and believe in politics, and re- 
establish this honourable profession as it is, we could probably do 
more by addressing the whole issue of, for example, negative 
advertising and the impact that has had. The way in which some 
campaigns rely on negative advertising in order to capture votes also 
discourages people from voting. 


If we want to get individuals to go out and vote, we have give 
them a choice. Maybe we could put “none of the above” on the 
ballots. These are things that would increase the amount of voter 
participation. 
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My feeling is that, yes, we do need to get more people involved in 
the process. There are many other things that we could do that would 
have a very real impact in terms of voter turnout. 


I am not too sure, and this is one of the issues that was raised in 
Manitoba, if this is constitutional. If we have members of Parliament 
who, in good faith, for whatever reasons, believe they cannot 
participate or believe it is in their constituents' best interests to take a 
certain action, like Sir Winston Churchill who many recognize as 
one of the greatest parliamentarians, do we deny them the 
opportunity to take an action that they feel is in fact appropriate? 


I see them as two different issues, in terms of voter turnout versus 
something that— 


@ (1810) 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I would like to give the hon. 
member for Pontiac a chance to respond. 


Mr. Mathieu Ravignat: Madam Speaker, I am certainly not 
opposed to some of the suggestions that the member has put forward, 
with regard to engaging the population. 


When it comes to constitutional issues, as the member will know, 
the bill actually proposes that the individual sit as an independent. 
So, it directly relates to the role that political parties play in choices 
during elections. One could question it, but then again, political 
parties have a particular place in our Canadian democracy. They do 
represent a certain number of choices, a certain number of values, 
and those choices should be respected by politicians of all stripes. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Madam Speaker, I very 
much like the private member's bill introduced my colleague. Having 
had a previous life in another party, I feel very comfortable saying 
that when I decided—completely voluntarily—to join the NDP, I did 
so by getting elected as a new member of this party. I did not leave in 
the middle of a term after earning the trust of my constituents under 
one banner, and then for some reason, no matter how valid, change 
my mind and cross the floor. 


To pick up where the hon. Liberal member left off, what I like 
about the bill introduced by my colleague from Pontiac is that it does 
not take away an individual's right to change parties. It simply says 
that if someone leaves a party, he or she must be re-elected. I wonder 
if the member for Pontiac could explain this bill a little more— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order. The hon. member for Pontiac has 
less than a minute to respond. 


Mr. Mathieu Ravignat: Madam Speaker, I thank the hon. 
member for Gatineau for the question. 


We are talking about the case of someone who wants to cross the 
floor during their term. I think it is responsible and reasonable to 
leave one's party to sit as an independent, and then ask voters to elect 
that individual in a given political party. There are many good 
reasons for crossing the floor. We are not attacking the principle. We 
are attacking the principle of not asking voters to re-elect such 
individuals when they change their political party. 


[English] 


Ms. Michelle Rempel (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of the Environment, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am here 


to speak today to Bill C-306, introduced by the member for Pontiac, 
which addresses changes in the political affiliations of members of 
Parliament, or more commonly known as floor crossing. The bill 
would require the resignation of a member of Parliament and a 
subsequent byelection if the member crosses the floor to sit as a 
member of a different political party. 


While I understand that the goal of this bill would be to ensure 
that a member's decision to cross the floor is endorsed by a member's 
constituents, the result of it would be simple. This bill would 
seriously undermine the independence of members of this House and 
I do not think that is something we should encourage or support. 


This bill would have some practical negative consequences. The 
bill would impose restrictions upon members who wish to express a 
different position than the one endorsed by a majority of their 
caucus. This bill would also impede members of Parliament in 
representing the interests of their constituents, which is one of the 
fundamental duties under our Constitution. 


I want to briefly go over the details of this bill and then explain in 
more detail why I believe restrictions on floor crossings would not fit 
with our Westminster parliamentary system and are inadvisable. 


Bill C-306 would require a byelection whenever members join a 
different registered party than the one that has endorsed them for the 
previous election or if they were elected as independent candidates 
during the previous election and subsequently join a political party. 
However, Bill C-306 would not require a byelection when members 
leave or are expelled from their caucus to sit as independents, leave 
their party to form a new party that does not yet have registered party 
status under the Elections Canada Act or, and I stress, two parties 
that have registered status under the Elections Canada Act merge. 
According to the Elections Canada Act, a party obtains registered 
party status when it endorses at least one candidate for an election, 
provided it has made the proper application to the Chief Electoral 
Officer at least 60 days before the issue of writs for that election. 


So here are the details. I have some concerns about the technical 
wording of the bill and not only with its principles. I will speak a bit 
about the bill's reference to registered parties. Our party system plays 
a fundamental role in our democracy but, in fact, there are a few 
statutory provisions regulating the role of political parties in 
Parliament itself, including the Parliament of Canada Act which 
Bill C-306 would modify. 


In contrast, the roles, rights and obligations of individual members 
of Parliament are well established in Canada's legislation whereby 
members of Parliament are central actors in our Westminster system 
of government. Practically, the caucus system in our Parliament is 
joined with, but distinct from, the registered party system. 
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Bill C-306 would go against existing rules and traditions by 
allowing the party machinery to take precedence over individual 
rights and responsibilities of each member of Parliament and their 
caucus choices. This does not correspond to our system of 
government. As I stated earlier, I believe Bill C-306 would have 
negative and undesirable consequences on the roles of members of 
Parliament. 


In effect, the bill would require members who fundamentally 
disagree with their caucus or with the leader of their party to resign 
their seat or to sit as independents. However, it would blur the line 
between party membership’ and caucus membership. Such restric- 
tions would strengthen the control of political parties over individual 
members by bolstering a party's threat of expulsion in order to 
maintain party discipline and limit the representative role of 
members. 


Therefore, the bill could discourage elected representatives from 
expressing their views in caucus debates and encourage party leaders 
to act without regard to their caucus members' best interests. 


We should remember that members of Parliament have three 
competing but equally important representative roles in Parliament. 
They are to represent the interests and opinions of their constituents, 
to present their personal views and judgments, and to support and 
promote their political parties and party leaders. 


By seeking to punish members of Parliament who disagree with 
their parties so fundamentally that they decide to change their 
political affiliation, the bill would focus exclusively on the party role 
of members. This would be detrimental to the individual roles of 
members, including their duties to act as trustees of the public 
interest and that of their constituents. 


Moreover, the decision to cross the floor cannot be taken lightly. It 
is an important decision, often with significant consequences. 


@ (1815) 


Of the six members who have crossed the floor since the 2004 
election, only one has managed to be re-elected in a subsequent 
election as an independent candidate. The same premise applies to 
members of Parliament who have decided to leave or who were 
expelled from their caucus to sit as independent members. Of the six 
members who left their caucus to sit as independent members since 
the 2004 election, only one was re-elected in a subsequent election. 
What does this mean? 


Members are subject to scrutiny by the public, by the media, by 
parliamentary colleagues, and most importantly, by their voters, their 
constituents back at home in the next general election. Therefore, I 
believe this bill is unnecessary as it is that court of opinion by which 
members are truly judged. To emphasize, general elections 
themselves are the appropriate mechanism to hold members of 
Parliament accountable for their actions. 


According to the Library of Parliament, there have been 
approximately 194 floor crossings since Confederation. The floor 
crossing tradition reflects the importance of preserving the 
independence and mobility of members of Parliament to vote with 
their feet when they feel it is in the best interests of their constituents 
or the country to do so. 
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None of our provinces require a byelection when a member of 
their legislative assembly changes political affiliations, although 
Manitoba requires members who leave their caucus to sit as 
independent members until the end of their terms. Moreover, 
crossing the floor exists in other Westminster parliamentary systems. 
The United Kingdom, Australia and New Zealand do not currently 
impose restrictions on floor crossings. 


When New Zealand went through a transition period from the first 
past the post electoral system to a mixed member proportional 
system, it had passed legislation to prevent floor crossings as a 
temporary measure in 2001. However, it did not renew these 
provisions after the 2005 election as they turned out to be ineffective. 


This is consistent with the fact that laws banning floor crossing are 
rare in established democracies, but common in nascent democracies 
where they are defended as temporary measures designed to 
consolidate a parliamentary system. We are certainly not in that 
position here in Canada, nor are our peer countries. I simply cannot 
see the need for the provisions of this bill. 


In conclusion, party affiliation is certainly an important factor 
when Canadians cast their vote, but they also expect elected 
representatives to act according to their convictions when they 
represent local interests at the national level. Ultimately, members 
are held accountable by their constituents at the next election. 
Therefore, I encourage all members to opposed Bill C-306 


© (1820) 
[Translation] 


Hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): 
Madam Speaker, my remarks will not take very long. It is late. I 
would like to tell the hon. member that his bill is based on good 
intentions. However, there is a principle that we do not create laws 
unless it is necessary to do so. In this case, I do not feel that it is 
necessary. I have sat in this House since 1996 and only once did it 
not seem legitimate to me when a member crossed the floor. 


[English] 


However, we do not enact a new law for one case. Mr. David 
Emerson, a couple days after the election, crossed the floor to be 
appointed minister. That was unacceptable as he campaigned against 
the Conservative Party, but a few days later became a minister. If this 
were a pattern, of course, I would agree to do something, but it is an 
exception. 


[Translation] 


In the other cases that I have seen, the members who changed 
parties had legitimate reasons for doing so. For example, when 
Jean Charest gave up the leadership of the Conservative Party to 
become the leader of the Liberal Party in Quebec, the Conservative 
Party really changed. Many Quebec members were no longer part of 
the new party because the leader had changed and their constituents 
asked them why they did not join the Liberals. So, they came to us. 
When election time came six months later, they were all re-elected. 
The voters followed them. Had they been obliged to resign and had 
they been prevented from doing their work in their ridings for six to 
eight months, what purpose would that have served? They told me 
they were hopeful that their voters would follow them when they 
made that change. 
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All hon. members who have switched parties more or less justify 
their decision that way. They feel that they did not change, but their 
party did and that they were elected for certain commitments that the 
party has not respected. They were no longer comfortable in their 
party and they switched. It does not happen very happen, but it does 
happen from time to time. Every time it happens—and I do not 
necessarily approve of the change when it is Liberals who leave to 
join another party—I am not happy about it, but I cannot deny the 
legitimacy of the decision. As the hon. member was saying earlier, if 
voters do not follow them, they will not be re-elected. They will be 
treated as turncoats and they will be defeated. That is how the system 
works. I do not see the need to change it when we do not have the 
necessary justification for unduly strengthening the parties with 
respect to the free choice of the hon. members of this House, who, 
for personal reasons, might want, quite legitimately, to change their 
allegiance. 


My colleague mentioned other parliaments earlier. The parlia- 
mentarian who quite possibly is the most respected in the history of 
democracy, who not only saved a country, but a civilization, is 
Winston Churchill. If ever there was a parliamentarian who switched 
parties often, it was Winston Churchill. Thus, under certain 
circumstances I think it is legitimate to switch parties. That being 
said, I am a Liberal and I will always be a Liberal. 


@ (1825) 
[English] 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Madam 


Speaker, I am completely shocked. I thought the Conservatives were 
a party of democracy, as were the Liberals. I did not know that even 
though my name is on the seat here it is not my seat. I do not own 
this seat. It does not belong to me. It does not belong to my party. It 
belongs to the 91,000 people I represent in Sackville—Eastern 
Shore. 


I was elected as a New Democratic member of Parliament. 
However, if in an hour I called the leader of the Liberal Party or 
maybe the Prime Minister and asked if they wanted me, I could be a 
Conservative member of Parliament or a Liberal member of 
Parliament in an hour or even less than that. 


Mr. Royal Galipeau: Not a chance. 


Mr. Peter Stoffer: I was not elected as a Conservative, a Liberal 
or a Green member. I was elected.as a New Democratic member of 
Parliament. 


If, for whatever reason, I could no longer sit as a New Democratic 
member of Parliament, either I was being a real rabble-rouser and the 
party members said that I was being a major pain in the buttocks and 
that I could not be here any more, or I could no longer live by the 
philosophy, I would have several solutions to my problem. I could sit 
as an independent until the next election and make my choice known 
or I could quit. The premise then would be to seek the nomination of 
the new party, fly under its flag and seek election under that banner. 


It is the people who decide our fate. There is nothing worse than 
sitting in the House of Commons listening to a new member of 
Parliament, for whom I have great respect, read bureaucratic notes 
that are handed to her. Does she not remember what the Prime 
Minister said when the former member for Kings—Hants joined the 
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Liberal Party and became a cabinet minister. He said that any person 
who crosses the floor for a few pieces of silver has more or less sold 
their soul. He was very angry that it happened. 


I remember when the great Belinda Stronach left the Conserva- 
tives and went over to the Liberal Party. Not one Conservative said 
that it was a wonderful thing she did. Not one Conservative sent her 
flowers .and said, “Good for you, Belinda, that was great. You 
exercised your member of Parliament's duty”. No. What they said 
was very vile. What they said was extremely rude because she was a 
woman and she was well-known in this country. However, the 
comments from the Conservative members of Parliament and the 
Alberta Conservative members of Parliament were beyond the pale. 
Besides the tone of those comments, they were justified in their 
anger because a person left the party to sit as a cabinet minister in 
another party. 


I will use the great David Emerson as an example. The beauty of 
being here for a while is that we get to remember some of these 
things. David Emerson was a minister in the Liberal government. 
There was an election in 2006 and the Conservatives won the 
election. 


In February 2006, the cabinet of the Conservative Party was 
sworn in, and rightfully so, and the beauty of our democracy is that 
not a shot was fired. However, an hour before the Conservatives took 
over the government, the former member for Vancouver Kingsway, 
who was a Liberal cabinet minister when Paul Martin signed off, was 
sworn in as a Conservative cabinet minister with a better pension, 
better pay and a car. That was a Liberal cabinet minister who had 
said that he would be the Conservatives’ worst nightmare, and it 
turned into a dream for him. 


Would David Emerson have crossed the floor if he were to sit in 
the backbench with no critic area or anything? I do not think so. 


The reality is that this is not my seat. It belongs to the people of 
Canada in my riding. 


I cannot thank my hon. colleague for Pontiac enough. For the 
Liberals to stand'up and say that they do not like this, they should get 
real. If we do not start disciplining ourselves, more and more people 
will not go to the polls. Canadians are telling us that they do not like 
the fact that we are entitled to our entitlements. The last thing 
members of Parliament should do is Dingwall the Canadian people. 
We should stop that. 


@ (1830) 


If a member wishes, for whatever reason, to join another political 
party while sitting as an elected member of Parliament of a current 
party, it is quite simple: the member should sit as an independent 
until the next election, or quit, seek a byelection and explain to his or 
her constituents why he or she now needs to have another flag over 
his or her home. That is constitutional responsibility, and that is 
being true to democracy and to one's constituents. 


The Conservative member spoke with bureaucratic notes without 
really thinking. There are four reasons that members get elected: 
first, to throw bums out; second, for their leader; third, for their 
party; and fourth, for themselves. In most cases, being oneself is the 
last reason people vote for a person. 
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The member talked about giving too much party discipline to the 
leader and the party. I remember a certain Conservative defence 
minister from Central Nova who said, “We don't kick people out of 
our party for voting against the budget or voting against the wishes 
of their constituents”. Guess what? Bill Casey, the former member 
for Cumberland—Colchester—Musquodoboit Valley, voted against 
the Conservative budget because of the Atlantic accord and, before 
that man sat his derriére on the seat, he was out of the party. He was 
gone. 


The Conservatives exercised discipline because they triple 
whipped the vote. We understand that parties do that time and 
again, but we cannot have a senior minister, who joined the 
Conservative Party, say publicly in the House of Commons, “We 
don't kick people out for voting against us and doing what they 
wish”, and then, before the member could sit down, kicked him out. 
That is party discipline. We understand party discipline. It happens. 
It s is what all members of Parliament need to understand when this 
happens. If members take chances, they take the consequences. 


We have a party system but, and I am talking about the ladies and 
gentlemen across the way, how many of them would have gotten 
elected as independents? I ask them to put up their hands right now if 
they could have been elected as an independent in the House of 
Commons. I do not see any hands going up. The reality is that it does 
not happen. It is rare that it happens. 


Therefore, we should stop abusing the trust of our constituents. 
Our constituents are the ones who put us here. We tell our 
constituents which political banner we are being elected under. For 
whatever reason, it happens all the time. There are legitimate reasons 
for members to leave their parties. I will bet that members who are 
here long enough may think maybe it should. However, the reality is 
that members have a couple of beverages, forget about it and move 
on. 


The truth is that we should never abuse our constituents. This bill 
would enact more discipline among ourselves and, more important, 
it is a private member's bill. We would hope that the Conservatives 
and the Liberals would enact a free vote on this measure, get it to 
committee and have Democracy Watch and others from across the 
country attend. I can honestly say that I have been working on this 
legislation since 1999 and the overwhelming majority of people I 
have spoken to, not just New Democrats but a lot of Conservatives, 
Liberals, the Green Party and former Bloc members are fully 
supportive of this legislation. 


They do not want us treating the House of Commons as the no tell 
motel, where people check in under an assumed name. This carpet is 
very expensive. We cannot just keep tramping back and forth when 
we want to. We need to have respect for the institution, but, most 
important, we need to have respect for our constituents. 


This is what this bill is all about and I am very proud of my hon. 
colleague from Pontiac for introducing this legislation once again. 
All the Conservatives and Liberals should send ten percenters or 
householders into their ridings and ask their constituents about floor 
crossing. They would be surprised at the answers, because I have 
already done that and I know the answer. The overwhelming 
majority of Canadians want us to stop that practice, stop the 
entitlement of entitlements, behave ourselves, be more responsible 
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and understand that the seats do not belong to us. They belong to the 
people of Canada. 


@ (1835) 


Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and Addington, 
CPC): Madam Speaker, this is the time of the year that the seasons 
change with Halloween, the geese fly south and for 30 days the 
moustache of the hon. member for Sackville—Eastern Shore 
disappears before it makes its annual return to our chamber. 


I want to take this opportunity to address the bill. I think it is an 
unwise bill. It is problematic on a technical level and I will explain 
what that is very briefly. However, even if it worked, which I do not 
think it would, it would do something that is not in the public 
interest, and that is to establish greater control for the party 
leadership in each of the parties, not just the governing party but all 
the parties, over the individual member, something which, frankly, 
there is too much right now. In fact, that was a fair part of the 
substance of the member's speech. 


I will read one of the four sections by which it would amend the 
Parliament of Canada Act. The bill states: 


Any person holding a seat in the House of Commons who becomes a member of a 
registered party as defined in subsection 2(1) of the Canada Elections Act is deemed 
to have vacated the seat and ceases to be a member of the House if, in the last 
election, the person was endorsed by another registered party or was not endorsed by 
a registered party. 


In other words the member is an independent. It is trying to say 
that if I were elected as a Conservative in my riding and I crossed the 
floor to the New Democrats, I would cease to be a member and there 
would be a byelection. It does not actually achieve that goal because 
I could just as well sit with the New Democrats as a member of the 
caucus without being an actual card carrying member of the New 
Democratic Party. It may very well be that the New Democrats 
would not accept me, but I am assume if they were willing to accept 
me on those terms, this whole process would be obviated. There 
have been many examples, both of opposition parties and of 
governments which have functioned with members of multiple 
parties. 


The actual goal of the bill will not be achieved even if it is passed. 
Quite frankly, that is a good thing because the bill is a bad bill. It is a 
bad idea and it was a bad idea when it was proposed by a New 
Democratic member a couple of Parliaments ago. I spoke to it then. 
It was a bad idea when it was proposed by a Conservative member a 
few Parliaments ago, when I spoke against it and voted against it as 
well. 


It is not because these are bad members or members who are 
lacking in goodwill, but because anything that establishes further 
control for the reasons that my hon. colleague from Calgary spelled 
out in her speech and anything that creates greater control for the 
party leadership over the individual MPs is a bad thing. 
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I am not alone in thinking this. As my colleague from Calgary 
mentioned, there have been 194 floor crossings at the federal level 
and many more at the provincial level since the time of 
Confederation. The Library of Parliament apparently did that 
research, but there have been so many floor crossings that there is 
actually a Wikipedia article about Canadian floor crossings. I asked 
one of the researchers to print the pages that dealt with floor 
crossings since I became a MP in the year 2000. 


It is interesting to look at what happened to people who tried 
crossing the floor. Some of them were defeated in the next election, 
indicating that their voters did not like what they did. Others were re- 
elected, some of them many times. I will read some of the names and 
members will see my point. 


In September 2000, just before I first ran and was elected, David 
Price, Diane St-Jacques and André Harvey all left the Progressive 
Conservative Party caucus and joined the Liberals. At least two of 
those were re-elected successfully in the next election. 


Rick Laliberte, a New Democrat, left the NDP to join the Liberals 
at that time as well. 


In 2001 there was rebellion against Stockwell Day, the leader of 
my party at that time. I was a member of the Canadian Alliance and a 
number of members rebelled against his leadership and sat as the 
Democratic Representative caucus, a separate group which had not 
previously existed. Whether that would violate the terms of this act, I 
do not know, but they sat separately: Art Hanger, Chuck Strahl, Gary 
Lunn, Jim Pankiw, Val Meredith, Grant McNally, Jay Hill, Jim 
Gouk, Monte Solberg, Andy Burton, Brian Fitzpatrick, Deborah 
Grey and Inky Mark all did that. Most but not all of them returned to 
the new Conservative Party caucus once the new Conservative Party 
had been created. 


@ (1840) 


Others of us did not go through that process, but we did enter that 
Parliament as Canadian Alliance Canada and left as Conservatives 
after the creation of the new Conservative Party, or as Progressive 
Conservatives, and left as Conservatives. Those were all legitimate 
changes. 


Would they fall afoul of this bill? I do not know, but they were 
legitimate changes. I can say for myself, I was re-elected with a 
much more substantial margin following that election. Was it 
because people liked me more? Was it because they liked the new 
party more? Was it because they liked the new leader more? I am not 
sure. It was some combination I suppose, but the point is in the end 
that choice was validated by my voters. 


Continuing along down here, in 2002, this was while the Canadian 
Alliance was still in existence, before the merger of the CA and PC, 
Joe Peschisolido, a Canadian Alliance MP, left to join the Liberals. 
He was defeated in a subsequent election. 


In 2003, in the course of the merger negotiations between the PCs 
and the CA, the member for Kings—Hants left the PCs, just as the 
new Conservative Party was to be created, to sit as a Liberal, ran, 
and has been successfully re-elected several times. 


That was also what Keith Martin did. He was re-elected twice, or 
maybe three times after that as a Liberal, and chose not to run in the 
recent election. 


About the same time, a year later, John Bryden, a Liberal MP, 
stepped down. He sat as an independent first, joined the 
Conservative Party, and then was defeated in the nomination battle 
for the Conservative Party, so we never got the chance to see what 
the voters thought of his proposal. 


David Kilgour sat for many years as a Liberal. He had been 
elected as a Progressive Conservative and chose to cross the floor 
prior to the 1993 election. He was then re-elected, served as a 
Liberal, and in fact became a cabinet minister for the Liberals. 
Clearly, the voters were willing to accept what he did. 


Belinda Stronach, of course, left the Conservatives after having 
sought its leadership. She sat as a Liberal and was re-elected as a 
Liberal, so voters agreed with that. 


Wajid Khan tried leaving the Liberals to join the Conservatives in 
2007. He was defeated in the subsequent election. Voters were not 
willing to accept that. 


Blair Wilson ran as a Liberal, was essentially pushed out of his 
party, and then sat as the first Green Party MP. He was then defeated 
in the next election, so his voters were not willing to accept that. 


As we can see, there is a wide range of people who have done this, 
and there has been a wide range of voter reactions. The general 
reaction has not been to say, “We absolutely reject what these MPs 
have done”. Absolutely not. There has, in fact, been a considerable 
acceptance when the circumstances seemed legitimate. 


I want to make a further point about this. There have been some 
quite well-known people who have made multiple floor crossing 
changes. Someone earlier mentioned Winston Churchill. Here is 
what Winston Churchill did. He was elected in 1901 as a 
Conservative in England. In 1904, he crossed the floor to the 
Liberals and served in their cabinet. This rankled the Conservatives 
so much that in 1915, during the first world war, when the 
Conservatives joined with the Liberal party to form a coalition 
government, they demanded that he be demoted as a condition of 
joining a coalition government, in the time of war, so this really 
bothered them a lot. 


However, as it turned out, his voters thought it was okay and he 
continued to be re-elected and served until 1924 as a Liberal MP. He 
was then defeated, spent some time, about a year, as a private citizen, 
then came back in as a Conservative again. He made the observation, 
because some people did not approve of this sort of thing, by saying, 
“Anyone can rat, but it takes a certain amount of ingenuity to re-rat”. 


He then went on and served his country, admirably of course, as 
prime minister. He did save western civilization, so he could not 
have been all bad. He did so, I should point out, as head of a 
coalition government. Effectively, he was not a Conservative while 
he was doing that. He served as prime minister the second time as a 
Conservative. He served, really, in three different parties. He served 
as prime minister in two different parties. Clearly, these things are 
permissible in certain circumstances. 
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I have a final note, because I know I am just about out of time. My 
former colleague, Inky Mark, was one of those who was a floor 
crosser to the Democratic Reform caucus. Here is his history, party 
wise. He was elected as a Reformer, served as a Canadian Alliance 
MP when the party changed, then served in the Democratic Reform 
caucus, then served as a Progressive Conservative, then served in the 
Conservative Party of Canada. His voters re-elected him over and 
over again. 


Clearly, this is an acceptable practice and I do not think we should 
make it illegal. 


@ (1845) 


Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I am pleased to stand in support of the Bill C-306 submitted 
by my colleague from Pontiac. I was here for some of the time that 
the member for Sackville—Eastern Shore gave some examples. I 
always find it interesting to listen to the comments from the member 
for Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and Addington. Once again, I do 
not agree. We usually do not agree, but we do enjoy the give and 
take. As often as I can, I say I have a great deal of respect for the 
member, but I disagree with him again. 


I will deal with the core piece because I will not have a chance to 
deal with all of it. 


At first blush, one aspect citizens think about when they want to 
choose their member of Parliament, whether it is in the legislature or 
in the House of Commons, is the candidate. I thought the point was 
well-taken that an awful lot of us believe we are the only ones who 
could get here on our own. We do not need anybody or party because 
they are a big problem more than they are a help. The reality is that 
most members do not get elected on their own name, recognition and 
reputation alone. 


A lot of people, especially these days, do not have a particular 
allegiance to a political party. Rather they take it issue by issue, 
election by election. They will see what the issues are and the ones 
that affect them the most, determine how they feel about them and 
that often drives their decision, recognizing that citizens have the 
right to base their decision on anything they choose. That is one of 
the beauties of democracy and freedom. 


Certainly a lot of people look at what the parties are offering. They 
might not even know the candidates or they do not care about the 
party label. Rather they care about one issue, they find the party that 
is closest to their heart on that issue and that is where they mark their 
ballots. That is fair enough. 


Some folks have great allegiance to a political party. All members 
of all parties have active members in their riding associations. These 
are people who, with some exceptions, will likely vote for the 
candidate no matter who it is. They will vote for the candidate no 
matter what the platform is because they support the party. 


All of that is entirely legitimate and acceptable. 


Those people who vote for the candidates probably do not care 
much as to whether they are independents, or members of the parties 
they have run for, or have crossed the floor, or have re-rat, which has 
been brought back from history as former Prime Minister Churchill 
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had said, and I am glad that is in there, or have re-rat over and over 
again. They really do not care. 


However, those people who vote on platform or party are often 
devastated when the person they voted for crosses the floor. They 
told their friends to vote for that candidate. They put signs on the 
their front lawns in support of the candidate. They took all the heat 
from others who did not vote for that candidate during the election. 
They told people that was their candidate because of the platform or 
the party. Their whole reason for voting for that candidate is negated. 


It is not a small matter. When I have stood for election for the four 
parliaments I have been elected to, I have stood on my own 
reputation and I am accountable for the decisions and the actions I 
have taken. However, make no mistake, in my riding a lot of my 
constituents voted for me because they liked our platform. As long 
as there was a candidate who would support the platform, they 
would be with that person. It is likewise for the party. 


If we accept that is a legitimate, rationale, understandable and 
important reason for people to think about voting for a candidate, the 
platform or the party, if one then bails out, as did Mr. Emerson, 
which is the richest example, and I do not like to personalize, it takes 
one's breath away. 


© (1850) 


I do not think the writs were even returned. The ink was hardly 
dry on the ballots, and this man was already trotting across the floor 
to join another party. He believed that was the right thing to do, for 
him, but what about all those constituents who had a reason to 
believe that once elected, the member would actually go about 
enacting the platform and policies of the party that member belonged 
to? 


By crossing the floor, in many cases a member is throwing away 
what he or she believed in to join a party that is 180 degrees in the 
other direction. How do we think constituents feel? They would sit 
there wondering what happened. Constituents went out and voted in 
good faith, as did all their friends, and they expected that the money 
they donated to that campaign and the sign that they posted were all 
to help get enough seats on a particular platform so that the way the 
constituent would have liked to have seen Canada shaped on a 
particular issue would have actually happened. Now that would be 
gone, because the member could just cross the floor in order to 
remain a cabinet minister. It really is problematic. 


I have great respect for the other views. It is never easy to change 
things around here, and for good reason. We do not want to rush to 
change, but by the same token, we cannot be afraid of change. This 
is an evolving place, and the way we do business here does evolve. 


It would seem to me that it is an appropriate restriction on 
members when they get to this place. Just as members cannot break 
the rules of the code of conduct or break the rules of the House— 


The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member will have three minutes 
when this bill returns on the order paper. 


[Translation] 
The time provided for the consideration of private members’ 


business has now expired, and the order is dropped to the bottom of 
the order of precedence on the order paper. 
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ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS 


A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed 
to have been moved. 


[Translation] 
COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Madam Speaker, the situation is simple. I am a member 


of the Standing Committee on Public Accounts. That committee has . 


met a number of times, at first to discuss the Auditor General's 
reports, which the previous committee had begun to consider. 


It is important that we reopen those studies. Fourteen of the 
Auditor General's chapters remain on hold. Seven of those chapters 
simply needed to be tabled by the committee in order to get a 
government response. Three other chapters simply needed to be 
adopted by the committee. The reports had been adopted by the 
committee and referred by the committee for a government response, 
but, for three of them, the committee still had work to do. 


We moved a motion. We made it public even beforé the committee 
meeting began. The government decided the meeting would be held 
in camera. That is why we moved our motion in public. We also 
managed to talk about it a bit at the beginning. 


I would like to specify, and this has been reported in the media, 
that the hon. member for Sault Ste. Marie, a member of the 
committee, said outside the closed doors that, with this election, 
much has changed. 


@ (1855) 
[English] 


He said that with this election, much has changed. 


[Translation] 


He also mentioned that he wanted to start again with a fresh slate. 
[English] 


He also mentioned that he wanted to “start with a fresh slate”. 


[Translation] 


I want to point out that, in these reports, the Auditor General 
raised some very important points, notably the massive cost overruns 
in the purchase of military helicopters, the poor management: of 
parliamentary building repairs and, a hot topic at the time, the 
charges against the Public Sector Integrity Commissioner. 


So, we introduced this motion. Then we went to an in camera 
session. I obviously cannot repeat what was said, but I can say that 
the motion was not passed. It is not in the minutes. If it had passed, it 
would be there. 


I would like to point out that this is a question of transparency and 
accountability, and we are sorry that the committee decided to meet 
in camera. We voted against that. As I said, this question is 
fundamental to transparency and accountability. 


We received a comment from a voter in Ottawa, Andrew 
MacLeod, who spoke out against these actions. I would like to read 
what he wrote: 
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[English] 


I would like to register my disappointment and anger at your recent [decision] to 
go in camera and shelve a number of reports from the Auditor General's office. This 
is particularly disappointing given that the Conservative government came into 
power in 2006 upon a platform of transparency and accountability. I believed it then, 
which is why I was ready to vote Conservative at that time. However, here we are 
five years later, and it's apparent that you leamed nothing from the experiences of the 
previous Liberal government. 


It may be within your rights— 


—he is still addressing Conservative members— 


—as a committee to decide not to study these reports and to decide that the public 
should not know about their contents. But it is not right. We, as Canadian citizens, 
send you to Ottawa to make decisions for us and to spend our money wisely. We 
do not send you there to recklessly fritter away our hard-earned tax dollars— 


[Translation] 


The Deputy Speaker: Order. I will give the Parliamentary 
Secretary to the President of the Treasury Board an opportunity to 


reply. 
[English] 


Mr. Andrew Saxton (Parliamentary Secretary to the President 
of the Treasury Board and for Western Economic Diversifica- 
tion, CPC): Madam Speaker, I remind my colleague that we did not 
cause the spring 2011 election. It was the opposition parties that did. 
It was his party that did. 


Our government wanted, at the time and to this day, to work hard 
for Canadians, not as the NDP continues to do in striving every day 
to advance endless cheap political games. 


Last spring the NDP caused the election, which ground to a halt 
all of the work that was under way in Parliament, and that set us 
back. Right now in the public accounts committee, we are in the 
midst of a study into the spring 2011 Auditor General's report; in a 
few weeks, we will have to study the fall 2011 Auditor General's 
report. We have public accounts to study in a couple of weeks as 
well, and untold other business until the winter constituency break. 


The public accounts committee, as well as others, was in the midst 
of or had completed studies on matters related to that Parliament, the 
previous Parliament, the 40th Parliament. With the election, much 
changed. 


I congratulate the new chair of the public accounts committee as 
the first NDP chair of the Standing Committee on Public Accounts. I 
look across the way during committee to see several newly elected 
MPs on our side too. I do not think anyone would suggest that the 
current position of Parliament reflects the Parliament before the 
spring election. 


I know it is difficult to believe, but we are now at the beginning of 
November. That gives us just over one month to address a lot of new 
material, so I just do not know how that member or his party could 
propose taking on all the work from the last Parliament as well. 
Where does it stop? With this new Parliament, should we revisit 
studies from the 39th Parliament as well? 


November 2, 2011 


It is unfortunate but true that the spring 2011 election set us back. 
I, along with the government members of the committee, cannot 
simply rubber-stamp reports from the last Parliament. That is not fair 
to the subject matter and it is not fair to the new members on our 
committee. 


While I think it is unfortunate, and I remind the members that this 
situation was not the government's doing, I do not believe we can 
begin to look backward when we have so much work ahead of us. 


© (1900) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Guy Caron: Madam Speaker, I listened carefully to my 
colleague. I would like to point out that Parliament was adjourned 
and the work interrupted because of a motion of contempt, a first in 
Canadian history. The fact that we have a new Parliament does not 
mean that the chapters of the Auditor General's reports are no longer 
pertinent. 


It is not as much work as he claims. The government will be asked 
to provide a response to only seven chapters. That will take five 
minutes. The reports on the other three chapters to be studied must 
be approved by the committee and returned to Parliament. We are 
talking about a half hour's work approximately. Three reports, 
including the one on the Public Sector Integrity Commissioner, 
remain to be studied. 


The fact that there is a new government does not make the 
problems go away. The problems identified by the Auditor General 
must be dealt with and that is why we raised the issue. If we want the 
Canadian public to have confidence in its institutions, these 
decisions should at least have been made in public and not behind 
closed doors. 


[English] 


Mr. Andrew Saxton: Madam Speaker, it is not fair to force new 
MPs to deal with reports of previous committees when they were not 
even around at the time. They did not even have the benefit of 
hearing witnesses, nor of discussing these reports in committee. 
These are simply not their reports. 


We have a lot of work ahead of us, with new reports and new 
witnesses. We need to get going right away on these new reports to 
get work done for Canadians. 


G8 SUMMIT 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise again in this chamber to raise an issue that is very 
important to my riding and to accountability in this country. This 
regards the current President of the Treasury Board, the member for 
Parry Sound—Muskoka, and the misallocation of nearly $50 million 
of border infrastructure funds. These funds did not go into ridings 
like mine, where there is a significant thickening of the Canada-U:S. 
_ border which affects our economy, tourism and a whole series of 
very important things. 


When I asked my question, the President of the Treasury Board's 
assistant got up to answer, as he has done so many times in the 
House of Commons. He gave a rebuttal but he did not expand on 
why there was no accountability. This is very important as we are 
talking about $50 million. 
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I have a couple of examples of critical things which took place 
while the President of the Treasury Board was spending $50 million 
on glow sticks, gazebos, arenas, a fake lake, different projects that 
really were not appropriate for the G8 and G20. 


In Windsor, the federal government closed the administration and 
decision-making component of our customs and border facility for a 
few million dollars. Agents in Windsor have to communicate with an 
office 400 kilometres away, in Fort Erie. This is despite a 
government report that said if there was going to be consolidation 
of the Fort Erie, Niagara Falls and Windsor areas, it should be 
situated in Windsor because it is the busiest international border 
crossing between Canada and the United States. It is one of the 
busiest in the world. Agents are dealing with drug busts. They are 
dealing with issues regarding immigrants coming into Canada 
illegally. They are dealing with all kinds of problems on a daily 
basis. They now have to radio an office 400 kilometres away to get 
someone to make a decision about apprehending individuals. 


The Conservatives often talk about being tough on crime. All 
kinds of handguns are getting into Canada through the U.S. border 
and it is unacceptable. It increases crime and tragedy in Canada. 


Meanwhile, $50 million was being spent 650 kilometres away 
from the Windsor-Detroit border on gazebos, fake lakes and a series 
of pet projects. At the same time the government was cancelling and 
closing the administration and supervisory capacity at the busiest 
border crossing, the Windsor-Detroit crossing. That is just not 
acceptable. We want answers. 


If the government has money to allocate for those things, then 
surely it has enough money to protect the streets of Windsor and 
Essex County all the way along the 400-series highways to Toronto, 
Montreal and Quebec City. It does not make any sense to cut a few 
million dollars out of the budget and move operations 400 kilometres 
away just because the Conservatives had pet pork-barrel projects 650 
kilometres in the other direction. 


It is very important to recognize that these ideological cuts by the 
Conservatives are because they want to cut the department by 5% 
through attrition. The decision is not based on need or fact. In fact, 
that decision is counter to reports the government made. 


I would like to have an answer as to why the government would 
redirect money from border infrastructure and border support 
systems to Muskoka. The money should have been put into Windsor 
to protect the streets of Ontario. 


2888 


Adjournment Proceedings 


@ (1905) 

Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Madam Speaker, there were no funds redirected from border 
security to the G8 fund. In fact, there was a top-up that was 
authorized by the House of Commons to the border infrastructure 
fund that ensured any dollars spent would not come out of existing 
allocations for border security. That should put the hon. member's 
mind at ease as a representative for the Windsor border region. 


On the broader question of the G8 fund, it is clear that the House 
of Commons should have been made more aware of the details of the 
authorization that it voted for in the estimates leading up to the 
projects that were funded. That mistake was pointed out by the 
Auditor General. The government acknowledged it and has pledged 
to fix it for future allocations and expenditures. 


The good news is that of the 32 projects identified and approved 
by Infrastructure Canada, all of them either came in on or under 
budget. We know where every single penny went. If members of the 
public want to know how those dollars were spent, they can go to the 
Infrastructure Canada website where everything is publicly listed. 


The outcome is that we know where the money went. We know 
what it was spent on, and it all came in under budget. 


Mr. Brian Masse: Madam Speaker, what it really boils down to is 
for Canadians to figure out that $50 million went to gazebos, fake 
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lakes, and a series of projects that were supposed to be border funds. 
Perhaps the cut I am talking about in particular here was not a border 
infrastructure fund but surely the government could have reallocated 
those moneys for those operations when it was seeking to cut the 
Windsor decision-making process that keeps guns, drugs and illegal 
immigrants off the streets of Canada, but it did not do that. We would 
have had that money easily available for 50 years if it were not 
misappropriated. 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre: Madam Speaker, once again, the funds 
were not redirected away from any border security initiative. They 
were authorized as additional or supplementary funds that allowed 
the projects to occur without diverting resources away from the 
important priorities, such as border security, with which the hon. 
member is so legitimately preoccupied. 


The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Cape Breton—Canso 
is not present to raise the matter for which adjournment notice has 
been given. Accordingly the notice is deemed withdrawn. 


@ (1910) 


[Translation] 

The motion to adjourn the House is now deemed to have been 
adopted. Accordingly this House stands adjourned until tomorrow at 
10 a.m., pursuant to Standing Order 24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 7:10 p.m.) 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Thursday, November 3, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. 


Prayers 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 


© (1005) 


[Translation] 


PUBLIC ACCOUNTS OF CANADA 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is an honour for me to 
table today, in both official languages, the 2011 public accounts of 
Canada. The Government of Canada committed to strictly managing 
our financial resources and to showing more accountability and 
transparency in our reports. For the 13th consecutive year, the 
government has received an unqualified audit opinion from the 
Auditor General of Canada on the financial statements. The 
Government of Canada has every reason to be proud of this. 


Tee 


SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES (B), 2011-12 


A message from His Excellency the Governor General transmit- 
ting supplementary estimates (B) for the financial year ending March 
31, 2012, was presented by the President of the Treasury Board and 
read by the Speaker to the House. 


XX *% 
[English] 
MEMBERS" EXPENDITURES 


The Speaker: I have the honour to lay upon the table a document 
entitled “Individual Member's Expenditures for the Fiscal Year 
Ended March 31, 2011”. 


*** 


GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to Standing Order 36(8), I have the honour to table, in both 
official languages, the government's response to three petitions. 


CERTIFICATES OF NOMINATION 


Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I have the honour to present, in both official languages, 
the first report of the Standing Committee on Public Accounts in 
regard to the certificate of nomination of Michael Ferguson to the 
position of Auditor General of Canada. 


KK * 


CELL PHONE FREEDOM ACT 


Mr. Bruce Hyer (Thunder Bay—Superior North, NDP) moved 
for leave to introduce Bill C-343, An Act respecting the locking of 
cellular telephones. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure today to introduce a private 
member's bill, the cellphone freedom bill. The bill takes an important 
step, providing more consumer choice and promoting competition in 
the domestic wireless market. It would do that by striking a healthy 
balance on the issue of mobile phone network locks. 


Network locks means that Canadian consumers' cellphones are 
locked to work only on the network of the carrier from which they 
buy their phone. The cellphone freedom act would level the playing 
field for Canadian cellphone customers. It would mandate that 
consumers buying new cellphones in Canada must be informed of 
any cell network lock on their phones before sale. It would require 
phone companies to unlock handsets upon request, without charge, 
when consumers purchase new phones outright. It says that carriers 
must unlock handsets upon request, free of charge again, when a 
consumer comes to the end of his or her service contract, or any time 
thereafter. 


I invite members of all parties to stand up for competition and 
consumers and support the cellphone freedom bill. 
(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


fr ei 
© (1010) 


AUDITOR GENERAL OF CANADA 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC) moved: 


That, in accordance with subsection 3(1) of the Auditor General Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. 
A-17, and pursuant to Standing Order 111.1, this House approve the appointment of 
Michael Ferguson as Auditor General of Canada for a term of 10 years. 


The Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 
Some hon. members: Agreed. 


Some hon. members: No. 
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The Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will please say 
yea. 


Some hon. members: Yea. 

The Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay. 
Some hon. members: Nay. 

The Speaker: In my opinion the yeas have it. 

And five or more members having risen: 


The Speaker: Call in the members. 
®@ (1050) 


(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the 
following division:) 


(Division No. 51) 


YEAS 
Members 
Ablonczy Adams 
Adler Aglukkaq 
Albas Albrecht 
Alexander Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) 
Allison Ambler 
Ambrose Anders 
Anderson Armstrong 
Aspin Baird 
Bateman Benoit 
Bezan Blaney 
Block Boughen 
Braid Breitkreuz 
Brown (Leeds—Grenville) Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) 
Brown (Barric) Bruinooge 
Butt Calandra 
Calkins Cannan 
Carmichael Carrie 
Chisu Chong 
Clarke Clement 
Daniel Davidson 
Dechert Del Mastro 
Devolin Dreeshen 
Duncan (Vancouver Island North) Dykstra 
Fantino Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) 
Fletcher Galipeau 
Gallant Gill 
Glover Goguen 
Goldring Goodyear 
Gosal Gourde 
Grewal Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) 
Hawn Hayes 
Hiebert Hillyer 
Hoback Hoeppner 
Holder James 
Jean Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) 
Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's) Kenney (Calgary Southeast) 
Kent Kerr 
Komarnicki Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) 
Lake Lauzon 
Leef Leitch 
Lemieux Leung 
Lizon Lobb 
Lukiwski Lunney 
MacKay (Central Nova) MacKenzie 
Mayes McColeman 
McLeod Menegakis 
Merrifield Miller 


Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam) 


Moore (Fundy Royal) 


Nicholson Norlock 
O'Connor O'Neill Gordon 
Oda Opitz ; 
Paradis Payne 

Penashue Poilievre 

Preston Raitt 


Rajotte 

Reid 

Richardson 

Ritz 
Schellenberger 
Shea 

Smith 

Sorenson 
Storseth 

Sweet 

Toet 

Trost 

Truppe 

Uppal 

Van Kesteren 
Vellacott 
Warawa 

Watson 

Sky Country) 
Weston (Saint John) 
Williamson 
Woodworth 
Young (Oakville) 
Zimmer— — 153 


Allen (Welland) 
Ashton 

Aubin 

Bellavance 
Bevington 
Blanchette-Lamothe 
Borg 

Boutin-Sweet 
Brosseau 

Cash 

Chicoine 
Christopherson 
Comartin 

Crowder 

Day 

Donnelly 

Dubé 

Dusseault 

Freeman 

Genest 

Giguère 

Gravelle 

Harris (Scarborough Southwest) 
Hughes 

Jacob 

Kellway 

Larose 

Laverdière 

Leslie 

Mai 

Martin 

Mathyssen 
Michaud 

Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine) 
Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot) 
Nantel 

Nunez-Melo 

Patry 

Perreault 

Quach 

Raynault 

Saganash 

Savoie 

Sims (Newton—North Delta) 
Stewart 

Sullivan 

Toone 


Nil 


Rathgeber 
Rempel 
Rickford 
Saxton 
Seeback 
Shipley 
Sopuck 
Stanton 
Strahl 
Tilson 
Toews 
Trottier 
Tweed 
Valcourt 
Van Loan 
Wallace 
Warkentin 
Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to 


Wilks 
Wong 
Yelich 
Young (Vancouver South) 


NAYS 


Members 


Angus 
Atamanenko 
Ayala 
Benskin 
Blanchette 
Boivin 
Boulerice 
Brahmi 
Caron 
Charlton 


. Choquette 


Cleary 

Cété 

Davies (Vancouver Kingsway) 
Dionne Labelle 

Doré Lefebvre 

Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona) 
Fortin 

Garrison 

Genest-Jourdain 

Godin 

Groguhé 

Harris (St. John's East) 

Hyer 

Julian 

Lapointe 

Latendresse 

LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard) 
Liu 

Marston 

Masse 

May 

Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) 
Morin (Laurentides—Labelle) 
Mulcair 

Nicholls 

Papillon 

Péclet 

Plamondon 

Ravignat 

Rousseau 

Sandhu 

Sellah 

Sitsabaiesan 

Stoffer 

Thibeault 

Tremblay— — 94 


PAIRED 


The Speaker: I declare the motion carried. 
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PETITIONS 
HEALTH CARE 


Ms. Chris Charlton (Hamilton Mountain, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
petitions continue to pour in from my riding of Hamilton Mountain, 
all of which address the urgent need for a national pharmacare 
program in our country. The petitioners point out that our goal ought 
to be a national drug plan that would enable all Canadians to enjoy 
equitable access to medicines and at the same time control the rising 
cost of drugs. 


The petitioners are keenly aware of a report released by the 
Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, which concluded that the 
existing patchwork of private and public plans in Canada is 
inequitable, inefficient and costly. The report found that Canada 
was the third most expensive country for brand-name drugs because 
it deliberately inflates drug prices in order to attract pharmaceutical 
investments. 


Instead of tackling the issue head-on, the government is talking 
about privatization and user fees. Those are hardly the answers for an 
aging population that is already finding it difficult to make ends meet 
and whose retirement savings are again put at risk by yet another 
economic downturn. 


The request by the petitioners is as straightforward as it is urgent. 
They simply want the government to acknowledge that there.is a 
sound economic case to be made for universal public medicare and 
to get on with the job of developing and implementing a national 
pharmacare program. 


While I know that the rules of the House do not allow me to 
endorse a petition, I will conclude by commending the Congress of 
Union Retirees of Canada for its timely leadership on this important 
issue. 


The Speaker: I would just remind hon. members that the 
Standing Orders provide for a succinct explanation of the petition 
and I urge members to stick to that so we can accommodate more 
members who wish to present petitions. 


The hon. member for Winnipeg North. 
VISITOR VISAS 


Mr. Kevin. Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it 
is a pleasure to present a petition today on behalf of individuals who 
have growing concerns regarding the number of visas that are being 
rejected. Quite often parents and close family members are 
attempting to come to Canada to participate in weddings and many 
other celebrations. However, too many visas are being denied. 


The idea of multi-year, multi-entry visas is something that needs 
to be acted on. We know that it is there in principle, but it does need 
to be acted on. 


The petitioners are asking the government to give special 
consideration to family members. 
@ (1055) 
ASBESTOS 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to present a petition signed by literally thousands of Canadians 


Government Orders 


who are calling upon Parliament to take note that asbestos is the 
greatest industrial killer the world has ever known. 


The petitioners point out that more Canadians now die from 
asbestos than all other industrial causes combined, and yet Canada 
remains one of the largest producers and exporters of asbestos in the 
world, spending millions of dollars subsidizing the asbestos industry 
and blocking international efforts to curb its use. 


The petitioners call upon the Government of Canada to ban 
asbestos in all of its forms and institute a just transition program for 
asbestos workers and the communities in which they live. They also 
call upon the government to end all government subsidies of 
asbestos in Canada and abroad, and to stop blocking international 
health and safety conventions designed to protect workers from 
asbestos, such as the Rotterdam convention. 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to present a petition signed by Nova Scotians who are concerned 
about the fate of Mr. Philip Halliday. Mr. Halliday, a resident of 
Digby, has languished in a Spanish prison for 22 months without 
even having a trial date set. Friends and family will hold a rally in 
support of Mr. Halliday tomorrow and a strong turnout is expected. 
They have the same hope as the people who signed this petition. 


The petitioners call upon the government to defend the rights of 
Mr. Halliday and take action to intervene on his behalf with the 
Spanish authorities. 


The petitioners also call upon the Government of Canada to use 
diplomatic channels to ensure Mr. Halliday receives a fair and 
speedy trial, or immediate release based upon the length of his 
detention with no trial date and his continued deteriorating health 
issues. 


SEARCH AND RESCUE 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
present a petition on behalf of a number of Newfoundlanders and 
Labradorians and also residents of other parts of Atlantic Canada 
calling on the government to reverse its decision to close the marine 
rescue coordinating centre in St. John's, Newfoundland and 
Labrador. 


The petitioners point out that the rescue centre staff have a unique 
knowledge of the area, the ocean and the coastline. They are 
responsible for an area of 900,000 square kilometres. This rescue 
coordinating centre has the highest proportion of distress incidents in 
Canada and saves the lives of 600 people in distress each year. 


The petitioners call upon the government to reverse its decision 
and to reinstate and keep the marine rescue coordinating centre in St. 
John's, Newfoundland and Labrador. They are concerned that its 
closure will mean services will suffer and lives will be put at risk. 
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This is a very important issue in my province of Newfoundland 
and Labrador. The knowledge of the people at sea and the Coast 
Guard auxiliary that is available are very important to the people of 
Newfoundland and Labrador. 


*** 


QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
Question No. 151 will be answered today. 


[Text] 
Question No. 151—Hon. John McCallum: 


With regard to Infrastructure Canada, what was the estimate, prepared for the 
seventh report to Canadians, of the number of Economic Action Plan projects and the 
value of the federal contribution that would be affected by the government's 
December 2, 2010, decision to extend the stimulus construction deadline? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as part of Canada’s economic action plan, Infrastructure 
Canada is responsible for delivering the $4 billion infrastructure 
stimulus fund and the $500 million top-up to the communities 
component of the building Canada fund. These two programs 
benefited from the government’s decision to extend the stimulus 
construction deadline from March 31, 2011, to October 31, 2011. 
Two additional programs not managed by Infrastructure Canada, the 
knowledge infrastructure program and recreational infrastructure 
Canada, also benefited from the extension. 


Although the seventh report to Canadians was released on January 
31, 2011, it was finalized ahead of this date. At the time the report 
was finalized, provinces, territories, municipalities, and other 
partners had not yet submitted, as per the conditions of the 
extension, their requests for extending their projects beyond the 
original March 31, 2011, deadline to October 31, 2011. Details are 
presented on page 65 of the seventh report. 


As such, figures on the number of projects seeking extension or 
the value of the federal contribution under Infrastructure Canada’s 
two programs were not included in the seventh report to Canadians. 
This was noted on page 66 of the seventh report: “Details on the 
value and number of projects that will be extended into 2011-12 will 
be known closer to the end of 2010-11 following receipt of estimates 
from provinces, territories, municipalities or other partners.” 


*** 
[English] 


QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR RETURNS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, if 
Question No. 142 could be made an order for return, this return 
would be tabled immediately. 


The Speaker: Is it agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


[Text] 


Question No. 142—Ms. Kirsty Duncan: 


With respect to the venous system, and more particularly, chronic cerebrospinal 
venous insufficiency (CCSVI): (a) what, if any, steps is the government taking to 
address research questions regarding the venous system, including (i) what does the 
normal venous system look like, and, specifically, what does it look like in infants, 
children, and adults, (ii) can the veins, in particular the jugulars and the azygous, look 
normal, and the flow be abnormal, (iii) what is the normal range of flow through 
veins, in particular the jugulars and the azygous, (iv) how should normal range of 
flow through veins, in particular the jugulars and azygous, be defined, (v) what is the 
normal range of blood gases in veins, in particular the jugulars and the azygous, (vi) 
what causes venous pathology and when does it occur, (vii) theoretically, what is the 
complete range of possible vascular problems in the head, neck, chest, and spine, 
which ones might impact health, and specifically which ones might be linked to 
multiple sclerosis (MS), (viii) how does the complete range of possible vascular 
problems compare with those actually seen in patients, (ix) how should abnormal 
flow through veins, in particular the jugulars and the azygous, be defined, (x) how 
might abnormal blood gases in veins affect health in the short-term and long-term, 
(xi) what, if any, reflux is normal in veins, and, if some reflux is normal, what is the 
‘tipping point’ to abnormal, (xii) can a catalogue of venous pathology (in the head, 
neck, chest and spine), abnormal flow, and potential health impacts be established, 
(ii) what protects against abnormal venous pathology and abnormal flow, (xiv) who 
should receive venous protective measures, and when should protective measures be 
put in place; 


(b) what, if any, steps is the government taking to address research questions 
regarding the venous system and MS, including, (i) can fluid mechanics predict 
where physiologic changes in the brain might occur, (ii) how does the neurologist’s 
understanding of flow through the brain compare with that of physicists, (iii) does 
decreased metabolism lead to hypoxia which may lead to endothelial damage and 
inflammation, (iv) what occurs first, inflammatory changes in the brain or iron 
deposition, (v) what role does reduced perfusion have in MS, (vi) does stenosis extra- 
cranially cause less perfusion in the brain, (vii) does stenosis extra-cranially cause 
morphological changes in the brain, (viii) do cerebral veins actually disappear over 
time, or is it merely a lack of flow that makes them look like they disappear in 
magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) studies; (ix) what, if any changes beyond lesions, 
occur in the spinal cord of MS patients, as a result of reduced vertebral flow, (x) do 
vertebral veins show a similar disappearance over time, (xi) what percentage of MS 
patients show evidence of venous pathology, as compared to 'normals', (xii) what 
other venous abnormalities might MS patients have (e.g., bladder, intestine, kidney), 
might these abnormalities play a role in their disease, and, if so, how should they be 
imaged and treated, (xiii) what percentage of MS patients show venous abnormalities 
below the chest (e.g., May Thurner syndrome), and does this have an impact on their 
disease, (xiv) how does the vascular system of someone with benign MS compare to 
that of someone with relapsing-remitting, primary progressive or secondary 
progressive MS; (c) what, if any, steps is the government taking to address research 
questions regarding CCSVI and MS, including, (1) what is the prevalence of CCSVI 
in relapsing-remitting, primary progressive or secondary progressive MS, (ii) does 
CCSVI worsen over time with the progression of disease, (iii) does CCSVI play a 
role in MS, and, if so, how, (iv) is CCSVI specific to MS, (v) what are the potential 
health impacts of CCSVI in the short-term, medium-term and long-term, both with 
and without treatment; (d) what, if any, steps is the government taking to address 
research questions regarding CCSVI diagnosis, including (i) how do the results of 
MRI compare with those of ultrasound for diagnosis of CCSVI, (ii) what is the best 
way to image the venous system and the best way to image venous pathology, (iii) 
what are the limitations of current diagnostic tools to image the venous system, (iv) 
should intravascular ultrasound be used, and what are the benefits and the risks, (v) 
what is the learning curve for the various diagnostic procedures, and what should 
practitioners undertake to become sufficiently accomplished, (vi) can a standardized 
protocol be established for diagnosing CCSVI in MS patients, and when should MS 
patients be tested for CCSVI, (vii) can a standardized system for describing lesions 
(e.g., type, location) be established, (viii) what should be the decision-making 
process regarding whether to treat or not to treat (e.g., anatomy, flow, etc.), (ix) 
should arterial, venous and CSF flow be monitored, how often, and for what purpose, 
(x) should lesions and iron load be monitored, how often, and for what purpose; 
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(e) what, if any, steps is the government taking to address research questions 
regarding CCSVI treatment, including (1) what timescale is useful for treatment of 
CCSVI, (ii) what are the benefits and risks associated with treatment of CCSVI, (ii1) 
what are best practices for treating each identified vascular problem, (iv) how should 
a successful CCSVI treatment be defined (e.g., valvular correction, reduction in 
stenosis, increased flow, improved blood gases), (v) can malformed jugulars and 
azygous be treated to achieve normal flow, (vi) can malformed jugulars and azygous 
be treated to achieve a normal range of blood gases, (vii) can jugulars and azygous be 
sufficiently treated to make up for poor vertebral flow, and, if not, what procedures 
can be developed to improve vertebral flow, (viii) should stents be used, and, if so, 
under what circumstances, (ix) what are the immediate complications of CCSVI 
treatment, and in what percentage of treatments does each occur for each identified 
abnormality, (x) what is the best follow-up anti-coagulant therapy, what are the 
potential risks, and what is the prevalence of complications, (xi) what are the best 
follow-up therapies, including, brain plasticity exercises, nutrition, physiotherapy, 
speech therapy, etc., and which therapies have the best associated outcomes, (xii) 
what are late complications, what follow-up is necessary to determine late 
complications, and in what percentage of treatments does each occur for each 
identified abnormality, (xiii) what treatments are available should a stent be occluded, 
either through hyperplasia or thrombosis, (xiv) what is the success rate of each 
identified treatment for an occluded stent; (f) what, if any, steps is the government 
taking to address research questions regarding determining the best CCSVI 
treatment, including, (i) is CCSVI treatment with the addition of pharmacological 
agents more efficacious than just the CCSVI procedure, (11) what pharmacological 
agents could be used to treat venous inflammation, iron storage, and hydrocephaly, 
and could these agents be added to CCSVI treatment, (iii) what safe apparatuses 
could be developed to keep treated veins open, (iv) are vein grafts possible, and if so, 
on whom, and when should they be used, (v) is CCSVI treatment more efficacious 
with mesenchymal-derived or adipose-derived stem-cell infusion than just the 
CCSVI procedure alone, (vi) what methods might be added to reduce permeability of 
the blood-brain barrier, including pharmacological agents and stem cells, (vii) what 
are the effects of chelators on iron uptake and release from the brain, and might iron 
chelators be used as therapeutic agents; 


(g) what, if any, steps is the government taking to address research questions 
regarding possible impacts of CCSVI treatment on MS patients, including (i) what 
impact does CCSVI treatment have on patients immediately, (ii) what impact does 
CCSVI treatment have on patients at 24 hours, 3 months, 6 months, | year, and 2 
years, (iii) what does the magnetic resonance venography (MRV) of a treated patient 
look like at 24 hours, 3 months, 6 months, | year, and 2 years, (iv) what percentage 
of MS patients show functional improvement at 3 months, 6 months, | year, and 2 
years, (v) what are the most appropriate scales to measure any health impacts 
following CCSVI treatment as reported by MS patients, (vi) do new scales have to be 
created to measure reported changes following treatment, (vii) which patients show 
the greatest improvement, and does early intervention allow for a better outcome, 
(viii) what are the treatment outcomes associated with each of the identified venous 
problems, (ix) what percentage of MS patients show a reduction in MS attacks and 
brain lesions following the CCSVI procedure, (x) what percentage of MS patients 
with little or mild blockage show improvement following the CCSVI procedure, (x1) 
for those MS patients whose conditions do not improve or become worse, why does 
this occur; (A) what, if any, steps is the government taking to address research 
questions regarding CCSVI re-stenosis and diagnosis, including, (i) what is rate of 
stenosis for each identified vascular abnormality, (ii) what changes should patients be 
told to look for to in order to recognize whether they are possibly re-stenosing, (iti) 
what diagnostic methods should be used after treatment for CCSVI, (iv) what 
diagnostic methods should be used to look for re-stenosis, and at what timescales; (i) 
what, if any, steps is the government taking to address research questions regarding 
secondary procedures for CCSVI, including, (i) are secondary procedures safe, and if 
so, how many, (ii) what should be the follow-up protocol for secondary procedures, 
(iit) should there be a methodology established regarding whether to do a secondary 
procedure or not; and (/) what, if any, steps is the government taking to address 
research questions regarding prevention in the next generation, including, (i) do 
vascular issues develop in utero, during childhood, or later, and what would be the 
best methods to discover circulation problems at the earliest time possible to avoid 
health impacts at a later date, (ii) might vascular birthmarks and tumours be an 
indication of potential vascular problems, (iii) might skin discolouration, skin 
abnormalities, and even proliferation of moles be an indication of an autoimmune or 
neural condition, (iv) might giving vitamin D to pregnant mothers reduce the risk of 
children being born with, or developing, vascular problems and other conditions and, 
if so, what dosage is appropriate, (v) do antioxidants, vitamin D and omega 3 reduce 
vein inflammation, (vi) will giving children and adolescents vitamin D reduce the 
risk of developing vein inflammation and venous hypertension and, if so, what 
dosage is appropriate, and what quantity should be recommended for a child with a 


Government Orders 


family history of CCSVI, vascular problems or MS, etc., (vii) what would be the 
optimum time to undertake CCSVI treatment to avoid health impacts at a later date? 


(Return tabled) 
[English] 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, I ask that the remaining 
questions be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is it agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 
FAIR REPRESENTATION ACT 
BILL C-20—TIME ALLOCATION MOTION 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I move: 

That, in relation to Bill C-20, An Act to amend the Constitution Act, 1867, the 

Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act and the Canada Elections Act, not more than 


one further sitting day shall be allotted to the consideration at second reading stage of 
the Bill; and 


At fifteen minutes before the expiry of the time provided for government business 
on the day designated for the consideration of the said stage of the said bill, any 
proceedings before the House shall be interrupted, if required for the purpose of this 
Order, and in turn every question necessary for the disposal of the said stage of the 
bill shall be put forthwith and successively without further debate or amendment. 


The Speaker: Pursuant to Standing Order 67(1) there will now be 
a 30 minute question period. | would ask hon. members to keep their 
questions and responses to about a minute so we can accommodate 
more questions and more members. 


As in previous question periods, members of the opposition will 
be recognized more often than government members to allow 
questioning from the opposition parties. Some members of the 
government will no doubt be accommodated as well. 


The hon. member for Windsor—Tecumseh. 
© (1100) 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
we are again going down the same road which the government has 
obviously chosen to go down to thwart debate in the House, and 
quite frankly to thwart the democracy that the debate supports. 


I want to put on the record again in Hansard that the 
Conservatives have obviously decided that they want to set a record 
for the number of time allocation motions. We are up to 43 sitting 
days so far in this session of Parliament. They are trying to catch up 
with the Liberals and are doing a really good job at it. 


The Liberals took 122 sitting days before they set the record with 
nine time allocation motions. As this is the seventh one by the 
government in 43 days, I ask the government House leader, how 
many more are we going to have? On what possible basis can he say 
that we need time allocation for this bill which has changed quite 
dramatically from its earlier incarnation? There is a significant shift 
in the bill that requires significant debate. 
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Hon. Peter Van Loan: Mr. Speaker, with respect to the question, 
if there is a record being set, I think it has been set by the opposition. 
That would be the record for the most number of reasoned 
amendments ever in such a short period of time. Those are 
amendments from the opposition that aim to prevent a bill from 
getting past second reading. The opposition has moved such a 
reasoned amendment, saying that this bill should not go past second 
reading. The opposition has made up its mind. It has said that the 
debate is over. It has said that it is going to vote against the bill. All 
that is left is to allow this House to decide. That is the purpose of our 
motion, to allow it to happen. 


The reason we think it is important to do so in this case is best 
captured in the words of the member for Hamilton Centre, the NDP 
critic for democratic reform, who said, “If we don't have those seats 
available’”—the ones that are being generated by this bill—“for the 
next election, then the government has failed in terms of the promise 
they made”. 


As we know, the census results will be released in February. The 
redistribution process will begin at that point. That means this bill 
has to get through this House at second reading, through a 
committee, back to this House for report stage and third reading, 
then over to the Senate for second reading, through committee, and 
third reading there, and then royal assent by the Governor General, 
all before the redistribution process in order to fulfill the objectives 
set out by the NDP critic for democratic reform. 


That sets out the imperative of the timeline we are under, the 
reason we feel the need to move in this fashion to achieve those 
objectives. That is indeed why we are doing it in this case. 


Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I listened to the government House leader, particularly 
when he was quoting me, which I stand by. 


I think it is the purpose for all of us. We go through a lot of 
different processes in the course of debate. There is a lot of zigging 
and a lot of zagging, but at the end of the day, I think there is a 
collective commitment, certainly I know the government has one and 
we in the official opposition have one, to have the appropriate bill in 
place that gives our provinces and territories the appropriate number 
of seats. 


We have a challenge in front of us. We have the government bill in 
front of us, which I believe is the third go-around on this matter. We 
also have the bill put forward by the official opposition. They are 
apart, but I want to say that there is a closer resemblance to our bill 
and where the government is now. 


If the government is planning to slice off debate here due to the 
time limits, will the government House leader assure us that we will 
have adequate time at committee to do the work that is necessary, or 
is he going to thoroughly stifle all democratic debate on a democratic 
bill and deny us the opportunity to do the work we need to do? 


@ (1105) 


Hon. Tim Uppal (Minister of State (Democratic Reform), 
CPC): Madam Speaker, our government received a strong mandate 
to move toward fair representation in the House of Commons. 


We have presented a principled formula, a formula that is fair for 
all provinces and moves every single province closer to representa- 
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tion by population. It is based on population figures. It is based on 
the fact that we have growing provinces. The provinces of Alberta, 
British Columbia and Ontario are significantly under-represented. It 
is important that we add seats to those provinces to bring them closer 
to representation by population. 


Again, this formula brings every province closer to representation 
by population. We have made a commitment that we would move 
forward on this. That is exactly what we are doing. 


The NDP members have already staked out their position. They 
do not even want this bill to get to second reading. They do not even 
want it to get to committee. They are talking about committee, but 
they are the ones who do not want this bill to move to committee. 


Mr. Massimo Pacetti (Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel, Lib.): 
Madam Speaker, I have a question for the House leader. 


This is the umpteenth time we are debating closure instead of 
using House time to debate bills. I am wondering how his calculation 
has now come down to one day. Does that mean all future bills will 
be debated in less than an hour or 10 minutes, or is it going to be 
brought down to a few seconds? That is my question to the House 
leader. 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, it is important that we get this 
bill to committee and passed, so the seats are available to bring 
Canadians fair representation and every province closer to 
representation by population as soon as possible. We ask the 
opposition to support us in passing this bill. 


I have a question for the opposition. What does it have against 
Alberta, B.C. and Ontario getting closer to representation by 
population? They are significantly under-represented. As members 
of the House, it is our responsibility to ensure that every province 
gets closer to representation by population. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I find the trend of the government to be deeply disturbing. 
One is an obvious contempt for the traditions of Parliament. We are 
sent to the House by people from across this country to represent our 
regions and people, and to ensure that there is balance in legislation. 
Nothing is more profound than the discussion about new seat 
distribution. 


I see the second element of the Conservative agenda being wedge 
politics, to accuse opposition members, who want to ensure this is 
done right, of somehow having something against Alberta or 
Ontario. I find that an odious inference. 


But I find it much more odious that the government will not allow 
proper debate on a bill which is fundamentally about nation building. 
Why does it continually show contempt for the House? If it does not 
want debate in the House, why is this place open at all? Why is not 
just a Mr. Harper autocracy? 


November 3, 2011 


The Deputy Speaker: Order. I would remind all members to 
refrain from using the names of sitting members. 


Mr. Charlie Angus: Madam Speaker, I am very sorry for saying 
Mr. Harper's name in the House. An autocracy of— 


The Deputy Speaker: I would ask the hon. member to come to 
order. 


The hon. Minister of State for Democratic Reform. 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, the NDP talks about debate, 
but the fact is that after having just started debate on fair 
representation in the House of Commons yesterday, within the first 
hour it moved an amendment not to allow this bill to pass second 
reading and get to committee. It talks about working in committee, 
but it moved an amendment not to allow it to get to committee. 


It has made up its mind. It is not going to support this bill. 
Conservatives believe that members of the House of Commons 
should decide on that. We should have a vote and let them decide. 


© (1110) 


Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, I strongly support the government moving 
expeditiously on this bill. This is an incredibly important bill. This 
bill would ensure fair representation by population in the chamber. 
This is one of the most important pieces of legislation the 
government has brought forward. In fact, this is the third iteration 
of a bill that was introduced in previous parliaments. This is 
incredibly important. 


We have record high levels of immigration to Canada. We admit 
people from around the world and we cannot have that policy on the 
one hand and on the other hand deny new Canadians in the emerging 
new Canada a voice in the House. This bill would give Ontario an 
additional 15 seats. In regions of Ontario which are most rapidly 
growing, places like Brampton, Mississauga, the greater Toronto 
area, this is an incredibly important bill. 


This is the base on which Confederation was founded in 1867. It 
was the leader of the Liberal Party, George Brown, who argued for 
representation by population. This bill respects that fundamental 
constitutional principle. 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, my colleague brings up a very 
good point. He talked about new Canadians and visible minorities. 
The fact is that through immigration our population has been 
growing, and visible minorities and new Canadians tend to live in 
the fastest growing provinces of Alberta, B.C. and Ontario. They live 
in communities that are the fastest growing and that has left new 
Canadians and visible minorities among the most under-represented. 


I would ask the opposition to move forward with this bill in order 
to allow fair representation for new Canadians and visible minorities. 
It should not delay this bill. It is very important that we get this bill 
passed and allow fair representation for all Canadians. It would bring 
every province closer to representation by population. 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, all governments believe that their bills are very important 
and should be passed expeditiously, but the process of our 
democracy is that we debate bills in the House in order to improve 
them, so that they can get to the best point to be passed. That is the 
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purpose of first reading, second reading, third reading and committee 
work. 


In the past, time allocation was an unusual procedure in the 
House. I use, for example, Louis-René Beaudoin who was the 
member for Vaudreuil—Soulanges in the 1950s. He was also 
Speaker of the House and during the famous pipeline debate, he 
moved with the government a time allocation motion. There were 
weeks of chaos in the House due to the cutting off of debate because 
it was so unusual. 


I find it sincerely disturbing that the government is using this so 
often. Where is the respect for democracy? Where is the respect for 
the traditions of the House? 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, it is true that many bills of 
this government are very important. We made a commitment that we 
would move forward and get those passed as soon as possible. 


Specifically, the bill adds more seats to the under-represented 
provinces and is based on a timeline. There is no doubt that we have 
a timeline here. We have made a commitment that we would pass 
this bill and go through the entire process within our mandate. It is 
important that we do that. It is important that we do that so the 
under-represented provinces gain more seats and move closer to 
representation by population. 


The bill actually brings every province closer to representation by 
population. It fulfills our commitment to move the House closer to 
fairer representation. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, we find it truly amazing that the bill came before this 
chamber just yesterday. Just yesterday the government introduced a 
bill that is going to substantially increase the number of members of 
Parliament. The Conservatives then expect within a few hours of 
debate that we should all be content with that and allow the bill to go 
to committee. 


My question is for the government House leader. How does he, 
with any credibility whatsoever, go to the public and say that this is a 
just system, that this system is allowing for open debate, that we are 
allowing for the public, through their elected members of Parliament, 
to be able to question the government, to stand and express what 
they think? 


Why, within minutes of having the bill debated, have you taken 
the heavy hand of a majority government— 


@ (1115) 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I would ask all members to 
direct their questions through the Chair. 


The hon. government House leader. 


Hon. Peter Van Loan: Madam Speaker, as I said earlier, actually 
before we took the step of moving time allocation in this case, there 
was already a motion from the opposition that the bill not proceed 
beyond second reading, that it not go to committee. That was the 
purpose of the opposition's motion, that it not be allowed to go 
through the process and that debate actually be cut off. That was not 
our idea. The idea to cut off debate at the end of second reading was 
a motion from the opposition. 
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After that we felt it necessary, since it was clear the issue was 
decided, as the opposition had indicated it would oppose it and the 
government was going to support it, that it was time for the House to 
decide and allow it to go to committee where the work can be done. 


Then it would go to report stage where work can be done, to third 
reading where again there will be votes and work can be done, and 
then to make it over to the Senate. We do have that priority of 
ensuring that the bill puts fairness into our democratic system to 
ensure that we move closer to that fundamental democratic principle 
of each individual's vote having equal weight in time for the next 
redistribution when the census results do come out early next year. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jean Rousseau (Compton—Stanstead, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, once again, this is undemocratic, undemocratic, undemo- 
cratic. 


How can this government stand before Canadians and dare to say 
that it was elected by a majority of Canadians, when only 39% of 
Canadians voted for it? 


How can it say that this bill is fair, especially to Quebec, which 
will be under-represented, even though it was recognized as a 
founding nation of the country in a motion unanimously adopted by 
the House in 2006? 


Quebec will now end up under-represented in this House. How 
can the government claim that this bill will be fair to everyone? 


[English] 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, we received a strong mandate 
from Canadians to bring every province closer to representation by 
population. We made a commitment that Quebec's representation 
would be equal to its population. Quebec has 23% of the population 
so after this formula is in place it would have 23% of the seats in this 
House of Commons. The numbers speak for themselves and we need 
to move forward on this bill. 


[Translation] 


Hon. Mauril Bélanger (Ottawa—Vanier, Lib.): Madam Speak- 
er, there are two fundamental issues in this bill. The first is seat 
distribution and the fair representation of all Canadians in this 
House. Another thing that many Canadians are wondering is whether 
we will continue to increase the number of seats every time we have 
a census. Is there a limit? Those are the two main issues, which are 
perhaps a bit contradictory, that should be at the heart of the debates. 


When we pass a bill at second reading it means that we pass it in 
principle. That seriously—and in some cases almost completely— 
limits the possibility of making amendments in committee. I think 
that one day of debate is not enough time for members from all the 
parties to return to their ridings and talk to their constituents. A 
government member said it himself: this is the third version. Is this 
formula the right one? Did the government take the right approach? I 
think we should have had the time to consult our constituents so that 
we can properly represent them in this rather important debate. 


[English] 
Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, this formula, which is fair for 


all provinces, would bring in reasonable growth for the House of 
Commons now and into the future. When the Liberals were in 


government, they always picked winners and losers and they put one 
part of the country against another. 


I would ask the hon. member, under the Liberals' plan who are the 
winners? Which provinces would win and which would lose? Under 
the Liberals' plan, they would be taking away seats and giving them 
to others so they would choose winners and losers. Who would be 


the winners and who would be the losers under their plan? 


[Translation] 


Mr. Marc-André Morin (Laurentides —Labelle, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I would like to ask the minister if, while weighing this 
issue, he is keeping in mind the possibility of a constitutional crisis, 
as we have seen in the past. If he is not considering that, | am 
wondering if perhaps it is part of the Conservative strategy to create 
a constitutional crisis. 


© (1120) 
[English] 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, the provisions in this bill were 
actually changed, under section 44 of the Constitution, which is 
within the authority of Parliament to do. This has been done in the 
past. In the late 1980s, Parliament changed the number of seats in the 
House of Commons through section 44. So it is within Parliament's 
authority to change the Constitution to bring under-represented 
provinces closer to representation by population. 


[Translation] 


Mr. François Lapointe (Montmagny—L'Islet-—Kamouraska 
—Riviére-du-Loup, NDP): Madam Speaker, in his speech a few 
minutes ago, the hon. member for Compton—Stanstead mentioned 
only one concern about the bill the government has introduced. And 
I heard the word “ridiculous”. When the first concern was raised, 
members of the government, without hesitation, used the word 
“ridiculous”, off the record. Are we to understand that the goal is to 
silence debate on a fundamental issue, thus demonstrating clear 
contempt for democracy and the opposition's opinions? Are we to 
understand that there will be no debate on an issue as important as 
representation in this House? 


[English] 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, I actually did not hear a 
question. However, I will take the time to outline the commitments 
of our government on fair representation. 


We committed that we would bring more seats to the under- 
represented provinces of Alberta, B.C. and Ontario because their 
populations have been growing and they are significantly under- 
represented. We committed that we would maintain the seats of the 
smaller provinces and we also committed that the representation of 
Quebec would equal its population. We made those commitments, 
we received a strong mandate to move forward on those 
commitments, and this bill, the fair representation act, does that. It 
is important that we move forward and I would ask the opposition to 
support us on that. 


Mr. LaVar Payne (Medicine Hat, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise to ask the minister a question on the proposed 
legislation. I am from the province of Alberta. Alberta has been 
under-represented for a long time. It is really important that the bill 
go through so that the officials will have time to make all the 
adjustments necessary to add riding seats in the various provinces. 
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My question for the minister is this: how many seats would 
Alberta get, and what would that do in terms of fixing under- 
representation in Alberta? 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, under this formula Alberta 
would get six new seats. That would bring Alberta closer to 
representation by population. 


It is only fair that these under-represented provinces of Alberta, B. 
C. and Ontario be fairly represented. They have had increases in 
population, either through immigration or through people moving 
from one part of the country to the other, and Canadians expect fair 
and equitable representation in their democratic institutions. 


To the greatest extent possible, every vote should carry equal 
weight. This bill would bring every province closer to representation 
by population. 


Hon. Gerry Byrne (Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte, Lib.): 
Madam Speaker, the government repeatedly alludes to representation 
by population and fairness as being the key issues here. We do not 
have much opportunity to investigate what the government perceives 
to be fair or unfair because of its time allocation. 


I will the present the following circumstance. The President of the 
Queen's Privy Council, the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, 
represents a constituency with 30,000 people, called Labrador. 


In applying its principles of fairness and representation by 
population, is the government announcing to the House that it 
intends to dramatically expand the boundary of the current electoral 
district of Labrador to include a much broader constituency with 
representation by population equal to the rest of the country? I ask 
because we could only conclude at this point in time, without any 
proper debate, that it indeed intends to do so, and the people of 
Labrador should be aware of that intention. 


@ (1125) 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, it is quite obvious that the 
hon. member has not read the bill. 


We made a commitment that we would protect the seats of the 
smaller provinces that have not had the growth. Perhaps he should be 
very careful and listen to what his own party, the Liberal Party, is 
proposing. It is the Liberal Party that is proposing to move seats 
around and take seats away from those provinces. I would suggest he 
talk to members in his own party and his own leader to see what their 
plan is, because it is a dangerous plan. We, on the other hand, 
committed to protect the seats of the smaller-growth provinces. 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Madam Speaker, I just 
heard the minister say that he was going to protect the seats of the 
smaller provinces. 


I would like the minister to tell me if he is going to protect the 
seats in northern Ontario. We have some huge ridings in northern 
Ontario. To go from one end of my riding to the other end takes me 
anywhere from six and a half to eight hours. 


Is the minister willing to protect those ridings in northern Ontario 
where the population is spread out over probably three or four times 
the size of Prince Edward Island? 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, yes, we would actually add 15 
new seats to the province of Ontario, because it is under-represented. 
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The population has grown, and we would add those seats to bring it 
closer to representation by population. 


The question also gives me the opportunity to explain that the bill 
would add seats. The redistribution of the ridings themselves would 
be done by an independent non-partisan commission. It would begin 
its work sometime next year, if the members support us in moving 
this bill forward, to look at the redistribution of the ridings 
themselves. 


Ms. Mylène Freeman (Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel, 
NDP): Madam Speaker, debating is not delaying; it is democracy. 


My question is for the Minister of State for Democratic Reform . 
Does he not find it painfully ironic that he is stifling debate for 
approximately 45% of the House when we are discussing 
representation? The government is stifling representatives from 
talking about representation. Does the minister not find that ironic? 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, I believe the hon. member 
was probably not here yesterday when her own party— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order. The hon. member for Vaudreuil- 
Soulanges on a point of order. 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls: Madam Speaker, on a point of order, the 
hon. member will know that it is not parliamentary to refer to a 
member's absence or presence in the House. 


The Deputy Speaker: I believe the hon. minister is aware of that. 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, I understand. I am saying that 
the hon. member may not have known that it was her own party that, 
within the first hour of debate on the bill, moved a motion to end 
debate and not let it move to second reading. Those members do not 
even want the bill to go to committee stage. 


NDP members have already made up their minds that they will not 
support the bill. They do not want debate. They do not want it to 
move to committee stage, but the House of Commons should decide 
on the bill. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jean-François Fortin (Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Ma- 
tane—Matapédia, BQ): Madam Speaker, today we have to realize 
that this bill is important. It changes the political weight of all the 
provinces, and that of the Quebec nation in particular. 


Earlier, I heard the Minister of State for Democratic Reform 
respond to a question from the opposition. He asked why the 
opposition was unhappy to see Alberta, Ontario and British 
Columbia have their political weight increased. He chose not to 
mention Quebec. You can check the blues, Madam Speaker. The 
minister really did word it that way. 


When a bill is drafted that changes the political weight of 
representatives from each province, it is important to consider that 
reality. I would like to hear the minister's thoughts on that. 
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Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, I was talking about the under- 
represented provinces. Alberta, B.C. and Ontario are under- 
represented; Quebec currently is not under-represented. It is actually 
fairly represented or overrepresented. 


We made a commitment that Quebec would remain proportionally 
represented according to its population. At the end of the day, when 
everything is done here and the bill passes, Quebec will have 23% of 
the population and 23% of the seats of the House of Commons. That 
is fair. This bill is fair for all provinces. 


[Translation] 


The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for: Montmorency — 
Charlevoix —Haute-Côte-Nord has 30 seconds to ask one last very 
brief question. 
© (1130) 

Mr. Jonathan Tremblay (Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute- 
Côte-Nord, NDP): Madam Speaker, unfortunately, so much remains 
to be said. 


Where is the urgency? We are talking about the future of this 
country and this House. The next election will be in four years' time. 
Where is the urgency? 


[English] 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, absolutely there is urgency. 
As the government House leader has explained, in February the 
Statistics Canada census numbers are revealed and a process begins. 
If we are to move forward on adding seats to the under-represented 
provinces to move every province closer to representation by 
population, we need to move the bill forward. We have made the 
commitment to move this bill forward, to pass the bill and complete 
the entire process within our mandate. 


The formula is a principle-based formula. It is fair for all 
provinces. It is important that we move forward. 


[Translation] 


The Deputy Speaker: It is my duty to interrupt the proceedings 
and put forthwith the question necessary to dispose of the motion 
now before the House. 


[English] 


The question is on the motion. Is it the pleasure of the House to 
adopt the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
Some hon. members: No. 


The Deputy Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will 
please say yea. 


Some hon. members: Yea. 

The Deputy Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay. 
Some hon. members: Nay. 

The Deputy Speaker: In my opinion the yeas have it. 


And five or more members having risen: 


The Deputy Speaker: Call in the members. 
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(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the 


following division:) 


Ablonczy 
Adler 
Albas 
Alexander 
Allison 
Ambrose 
Armstrong 
Baird 
Benoit 
Bezan 
Block 
Braid 
Brown (Leeds—Grenville) 
Brown (Barrie) 
Butt 
Calkins 
Carmichael 
Chisu 
Clarke 
Daniel 
Dechert 
Devolin 


Duncan (Vancouver Island North) 


Fantino 
Galipeau 
Gill 
Goguen 
Goodyear 
Gourde 


Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) 


Hayes 
Hillyer 
Hoeppner 
James 


Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) 


Kenney (Calgary Southeast) 
Kerr 


Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) 


Lauzon 
Leitch 

Leung 

Lobb 
Lunney 
MacKenzie 
McColeman 
Menegakis 
Miller 
Moore (Fundy Royal) 
Norlock 
O'Neill Gordon 
Opitz 

Payne 
Poilievre 
Raitt 
Rathgeber 
Rempel 
Richardson 
Ritz 
Schellenberger 
Shea 

Smith 
Sorenson 
Storseth 
Sweet 

Toet 

Trost 

Truppe 
Uppal 

Van Kesteren 
Vellacott 


(Division No. 52) 
YEAS 


Members 


Adams 
Aglukkaq 
Albrecht 
Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) 
Ambler 
Anderson 
Aspin 
Bateman 
Bernier 
Blaney 
Boughen 
Breitkreuz 
Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) 
Bruinooge 
Calandra 
Cannan 
Carrie 
Chong 
Clement 
Davidson 
Del Mastro 
Dreeshen 
Dykstra 
Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) 
Gallant 
Glover 
Goldring 
Gosal 
Grewal 
Hawn 
Hiebert 
Hoback 
Holder 
Jean 
Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's) 
Kent 
Komarnicki 
Lake 

Leef 
Lemieux 
Lizon 
Lukiwski 
MacKay (Central Nova) 
Mayes 
McLeod 
Merrifield 
Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam) 
Nicholson 
O'Connor 
Oda 
Paradis 
Penashue 
Preston 
Rajotte 
Reid 
Richards 
Rickford 
Saxton 
Seeback 
Shipley 
Sopuck 
Stanton 
Strahl 
Tilson 
Toews 
Trottier 
Tweed 
Valcourt 
Van Loan 
Wallace 
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Warawa 

Watson 

Sky Country) 
Weston (Saint John) 


Williamson 
Woodworth 
Young (Oakville) 
Zimmer- — 153 


Allen (Welland) 
Angus 
Atamanenko 
Ayala 
Bellavance 
Benskin 
Blanchette 
Boivin 
Boulerice 
Brahmi 
Brosscau 

Caron 

Cash 

Chicoine 
Christopherson 
Coderre 

Coté 

Cuzner 

Day 

Donnelly 

Dubé 

Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona) 
Easter 

Fortin 

Fry 

Genest 

Giguère 
Goodale 
Groguhé 

Harris (St. John's East) 
Hughes 

Jacob 

Kellway 
Lapointe 
Latendresse 
LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard) 
Liu 

Mai 

Martin 
Mathyssen 
McGuinty 
Michaud 

Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine) 
Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot) 
Nantel 
Nunez-Melo 
Papillon 

Péclet 
Plamondon 

Rae 

Raynault 
Rousseau 
Savoie 

Sellah 


Warkentin 


Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to 


Wilks 
Wong 
Yelich 
Young (Vancouver South) 


NAYS 


Members 


Andrews 

Ashton 

Aubin 

Bélanger 

Bennett 

Bevington 
Blanchette-Lamothe 
Borg 

Boutin-Sweet 
Brison 

Byme 

Casey 

Charlton 

Choquette 

Cleary 

Comartin 

Cotler 

Davies (Vancouver Kingsway) 
Dionne Labelle 
Doré Lefebvre 
Duncan (Etobicoke North) 
Dusseault 

Eyking 

Freeman 

Garrison 
Genest-Jourdain 
Godin 

Gravelle 

Harris (Scarborough Southwest) 
Hsu 

Hyer 

Julian 

Lamoureux 

Larose 

Laverdière 

Leslie 

MacAulay 

Marston 

Masse 

May 


McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) 
Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) 


Morin (Laurentides—Labelle) 
Murray 
Nicholls 
Pacetti 

Patry 
Perreault 
Quach 
Ravignat 
Regan 
Sandhu 
Scarpaleggia 
Sgro 


Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor) 


Sims (Newton—North Delta) 
Sitsabaiesan 

Stoffer 

Thibeault 

Tremblay 

Valeriote- — 119 


Nil 


Stewart 
Sullivan 
Toone 
Trudeau 


PAIRED 


The Speaker: I declare the motion carried. 


Hon. Gordon O'Connor: Mr. Speaker, although the Minister of 
State for Transport was in his chair, he was not in his seat when the 
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call for the vote occurred and, therefore, his vote should be 
discounted. 


Hon. Steven Fletcher: Mr. Speaker, I was going to rise on the 
same point of order. Although some members of the House may not 
have noticed, I sneaked in just after you began the vote. I concur that 
perhaps in this case my vote should be withdrawn. 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, before the 
minister made that comment, I was rising to my feet to say that, 
given the responsibility that we have to accommodate, his vote 
should be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: The minister of state has indicated that he was not 
in his place at the correct time, but is it the will of the House to allow 
his vote to count? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
An hon. member: No. 


The Speaker: I wish to inform the House that because of the 
proceedings on the time allocation motion, government orders will 
be extended by 30 minutes. 


SECOND READING 


The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-20, 
An Act to amend the Constitution Act, 1867, the Electoral 
Boundaries Readjustment Act and the Canada Elections Act, be 
read the second time and referred to a committee, and of the 
amendment. 


Hon. Steven Fletcher: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. For 
the record, I appreciated that there would have been unanimous 
consent in the House but I refused that consent to allow my vote. I 
appreciate the sentiment for accommodation but, a the end of the 
day, the rules are the rules and they must be followed, regardless of 
who the individual is or why the individual missed the timing, which 
is why I refused the unanimous consent. 


I do appreciate the sentiment of the House, which was to allow the 
vote. It makes for an interesting philosophical debate, and I am 
thankful. 


The Speaker: The House appreciates both of the sentiments on 
the particular question. 


The hon. member for Windsor—Tecumseh on debate. 
@ (1215) 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
will not be taking up the rest of my speech because I need to be in 
committee at this point. 


The Speaker: The hon. member had 18 minutes left. However, if 
his speech is finished, we should have questions and comments. 


The hon. member for Winnipeg North. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
have one very brief question to the member. 


I am curious to know what the NDP position is regarding the 
Conservative proposal that we increase the overall number of seats 
inside the House of Commons. Does the NDP have a position as to 
whether we should be increasing the number of seats? 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Mr. Speaker, that is our party position. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like the hon. member to answer a question I asked 
one of his colleagues yesterday—the member would have to stay 
here, though—about the NDP amendment. If the amendment is 
rejected by the House—which is what will most likely happen, 
considering the Conservatives' attitude on this—what will the NDP's 
position be regarding the actual vote on the Conservative 
government's bill? I would remind the member that the bill denies 
the Quebec nation's rights and goes against the will of Quebec, 
particularly that of the Quebec National Assembly, which has 
unanimously adopted motions on several occasions calling on the 
government to maintain Quebec's political weight here in this House. 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Mr. Speaker, as for our position, we in the 
NDP want the political weight of Quebec to remain unchanged. It 
absolutely must stay the same, if possible. That is our position and 
we will continue to fight for that. 


Mr. Jean-Francois Fortin (Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Ma- 
tane—Matapédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the 
honourable NDP member a question regarding the relatively short 
speech he just made. I was in the House when the speech was 
shortened because so little time was allocated. I would like to know 
what the member really thinks of Quebec's political weight, which 
will decrease under the bill introduced by the government. We heard 
the Liberals' position yesterday. I would like him to compare the 
positions taken by the government, the Liberals and the NDP. 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Mr. Speaker, my understanding is that the 
Liberals do not want any changes. They do not wish to add any seats 
in this chamber. To answer the rest of the question, it is very clear 
that the position of the Conservative government at this point is that 
three seats should be added in Quebec. That is all it is willing to do 
and we do not find this acceptable. 


[English] 
Mr. Kyle Seeback (Brampton West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 


appreciate the opportunity to speak today in support of Bill C-20, the 
fair representation bill. 


Last week, I had the privilege of being in Brampton with the 
Minister of State for Democratic Reform when we introduced the 
bill. I was happy to host him in my riding because Brampton West, 
as members of the House may or may not know, is somewhat of a 
poster child for the need for additional representation in the House of 
Commons. 


As the minister mentioned yesterday in his remarks, according to 
the 2006 census, my riding was the largest in Canada. I have to 
admit that may not necessarily be the case now, as my friend from 
Oak Ridges—Markham may have overtaken me in the last five 
years, but I still represent one of the largest ridings in the country. 


By the last census, Brampton West was home to the largest 
number of Canadians in any one constituency, in excess of 170,400 
people. The population growth has continued and the number of 
people in my riding has significantly increased and, by my estimates, 
now stands at approximately 190,000 people. As the minister 
remarked yesterday, that 170,000 compares to an average national 
riding size of just under 113,000. That is quite a gap. Representing 
that many people is a challenge. 
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I represent a lot of people in a small geographic area. I also 
recognize that representing a smaller number of Canadians but over 
an exponentially larger riding is also a daunting challenge of a 
different type, which many of my colleagues face. 


Which ridings are largest, whether on the basis of population or 
land, is not as important as the principles of fairness behind the 
system that apportions our ridings. The current formula that 


. determines the number of seats in each province is unbalanced and 


needs a fix. In fact, under our current formula, Ontario would only 
receive three additional seats. This bill is a fair, principled and 
reasonable fix. 


The bill also fulfills our government's commitment to move 
toward fairer representation in the House of Commons. During the 
last election, we made three distinct promises to Canadians with 
respect to fairness in representation. 


First, we committed to increasing the number of seats now and in 
the future to better reflect the population growth in the faster 
growing provinces of British Columbia, Ontario and Alberta. 
Second, we committed that we would continue to protect the 
number of seats for smaller provinces. Finally, we committed to 
protecting and ensuring the proportional representation of Quebec. 


We made those promises during our election campaign and 
Canadians delivered a strong, stable, national, majority Conservative 
government. Our strong, stable, national, majority Conservative 
government will be fulfilling those promises with this bill. 


Canadians strongly believe in fairness in representation. Fairness 
in representation for all Canadians is an important goal. We said this 
before and we will continue to say it. The vote of every Canadian to 
the greatest extent possible should have equal weight. Without the 
passage of the bill, we will continue to move away from fairness. 


The faster growing provinces need to be treated much more fairly. 
Furthermore, failing to provide a fair level of representation to these 
rapidly growing provinces and regions is to deny new Canadians, 
and visible minorities in particular, their rightful voice in the 
chamber. 


I have the privilege of representing a riding that has a large 
number of visible minorities and new Canadians. By recent statistics, 
Brampton West is home to a 55% visible minority population and 
their votes right now are not being treated equally with other voters 
across this country. 


The proportion of new Canadians living and arriving in the fast 
growing areas of the country is much higher than elsewhere. 
Population projections confirm this. The GTA, the region where I 
come from, is projected to grow by 50% over the next 20 years. A 
similar trend is projected for Vancouver, Calgary and Edmonton. 
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The number of visible minorities in our country will continue to 
grow. In fact, Statistics Canada reports that, by 2031, one in three 
Canadians will be a visible minority, up to 14.4 million Canadians. 
The fact is Canadians in the fastest-growing areas of our provinces 
are being severely shortchanged with their representation. The 
effects of the representational imbalance are real. They are real for 
Canadians in fast-growing provinces whose voices are not heard in 
the chamber, not represented here and not heard as strongly as they 
should be. 


By allowing under-representation to continue, we are sending a 
signal to those Canadians that their interests are not as important as 
those from other regions of the country and that they should 
somehow count for less. That is not fair. This is not what we should 
be saying to the, but it is the result of the current flawed formula and 
it will stay that way until we change it. 


The bill proposes to change it and change it in a principled, 
balanced and fair way. That is why I do not understand the reasoning 
behind the NDP's amendment. It moved an amendment yesterday to 
refuse to give second reading to the bill, and I am quite surprised. I 
recall just last week, on the day we introduced the bill, the NDP 
critic, the member for Hamilton Centre, sat beside his leader and told 
the assembled media that this was a good bill. He said that the bill 
was a positive step that moved in the right direction. We are still 
moving in the same direction and the direction has not changed. We 
are moving in the direction of fairer representation for Canadians in 
faster-growing provinces who are increasingly under-represented. 


This problem is particularly serious in and around my riding. 
Within a 15-minute drive of my riding, I can reach seven of the ten 
largest ridings by population in all of Canada. The member for 
Hamilton Centre can get to all of those seven ridings in a fairly short 
trip as well. He is from an urban centre just as I am. He knows we 
face large representation problems that must be fixed. He has said so 
in the past. In fact, a large number of his NDP colleagues should well 
know the under-representation problems we face. After all, many of 
them were elected in the hearts of urban centres. 


There are fundamental and important questions that need 
answering and fairness that needs achieving. The NDP amendment 
says no, that there will be no answers. It says that New Democrats do 
not want balanced, reasonable, nationally-applicable fairness. It says 
that they want something else. They are wrong. New Democrats do 
not seem to be on board with ensuring fair representation to the 
rapidly-growing populations of Canadians in Ontario, British 
Columbia and Alberta. Instead, they are obstructing this fair and 
reasonable bill and attempting to offer a flawed alternative in its 
place. Their alternative has dubious constitutional credentials and I 
personally do not think it will fly. 


As I have said, their bill's viability aside, we are dealing with 
important issues of fundamental, democratic fairness. These issues 
get to the heart of our ability to be effective representatives for our 
constituents. One of the greatest demands of constituents is a sense 
of equality in their voting power and privilege. Their votes should 
have roughly equal weight. As we all know, right now that is not the 
case. 
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Taking a look at the riding of Brampton West is the perfect 
example of that. The riding of Brampton -West has a larger 
population than Prince Edward Island, which has four members of 
Parliament. The voices of voters in Brampton West are not being 
treated equally. 


Yes, change is a very complicated thing, no one is denying that, 
and I understand the desire to get it right, but we cannot make perfect 
the enemy of very good. There is no way we will ever have a perfect 
system of representation by population in Canada. We have other 
competing but equally-important principles that must also be 
preserved for the health of our country. We do not propose to move 
so far toward representation by population to disturb the other 
constitutionally-enshrined principles. 
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Bill C-20 would allow smaller and slower-growing provinces to 
maintain their current number of seats. This is fair. We must maintain 
their effective representation. The legislation would also fulfill our 
platform commitment to maintain Quebec's representation in the 
House of Commons at a level proportionate to its population. That is 
also fair. We are keeping our promise that we made to Quebeckers. 


We will also be fair by ensuring that the seat allocation formula 
will ensure it does not move overrepresented provinces under the 
levels which their populations warrant. This is also a very important 
point, as it will protect and promote the principle of proportionate 
representation, one of the fundamental principles in our Constitution, 
right along with representation by population. As we have been 
emphasizing, the bill would also better respect and maintain 
representation by population. The bill has national application that 
is fair for all provinces. 


As the minister has said, Canadians from all backgrounds in all 
parts of the country expect and deserve fair representation. However, 
we have allowed the House to move too far away from 
representation by population, that founding constitutional principle. 
The gap between how many voters an MP represents in a fast- 
growing province compared to one in a smaller or slower-growing 
province has never been greater. The gap today is bigger than at any 
point in our country's history since 1867. I know first-hand about 
that inequality and it is something we absolutely have to change. 


While balancing the need to respect the other foundational 
principles, we need to move much closer to representation by 
population. Bill C-20 would do that by increasing the seat counts for 
the faster-growing provinces, both now and into the future, by 
ensuring that population growth would be more accurately factored 
into the seat allocation formula. In this way, the principle of 
representation by population would be followed to a much larger 
degree, which would be fairer to all Canadians. 
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The representation gap that my colleagues have spoken of will 
become much smaller and the fast-growth problem, under the current 
formula, will be stopped. This bill would ensure that when we 
allocated seats to each province, we would use the best data available 
to us. 


This too speaks to fairness. Instead of using the census population 
numbers, the bill would use Statistics Canada's annual population 
estimates. These estimates provide the best data we have on the total 
provincial populations across the country. In this way, we will ensure 
that Canadians in the fastest-growing provinces get the representa- 
tion that they so well deserve. This will be especially helpful for 
people in areas just like mine because their growth will not stop in 
these fast-growing areas. Day after day, week after week more 
residents are moving into the fast-growing areas and into Brampton 
West. I witnessed them replacing the rows of corn that used to grow, 
with rows of houses. This growth will not stop and we cannot 
continue under the same formula. 


We will also maintain the independent process that draws the 
riding boundaries in every province, ensuring that process also has 
the best data available to it. The readjustment of the electoral 
boundaries will be done using the census data, as it always has been 
done. 


The minister and my colleagues have made this point before me, 
but it is important to make it again. There will be no change to the 
independent boundary process. It will remain fair, impartial and 
independent. As has been pointed out, we will make some changes 
to streamline the process. We will make some timeline changes, 
though they will not affect the quality of the process, only the timing. 
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I have made the point already that if we wait too long, Canadians 
will have to go on for another decade, with worse and worse 
representation. That is not acceptable. On this side of the House, we 
will ensure that this does not happen. 


This bill, the fair representation act, is a principled update to the 
formula allocating House of Commons seats. It is fair, it is 
reasonable and it is principled. It will achieve better representation 
for fast growing provinces where better representation is so 
desperately needed. It delivers on our government's long-standing 
commitments, and I am proud to stand in the House today and say 
that I fully support it, along with my colleagues. 
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Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, before 
we resumed this part of the day, I asked the minister if this would 
affect the ridings of northern Ontario. I told the minister that some of 
the ridings in northern Ontario were bigger than some provinces. The 
minister did not answer. He skated around the question. 


Therefore, would the member tell me if northern Ontario will lose 
ridings because of the redistribution? 


Mr. Kyle Seeback: Mr. Speaker, as my hon. colleague well 
knows, the decisions on how the ridings will be distributed will be 
made by an independent, impartial commission. It will do it in the 
best interests not only of Canadians, but of Canadians and Ontarians 
who live in the north to ensure the representation is fair going 
forward. 


Hon. Judy Sgro (York West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, my hon. 
colleague has not been here a long time, but the issue of 
redistribution of and adding seats has been talked about for very 
long time. 


I also remind my hon. colleague about the massive deficit that our 
country is facing and the layoffs of public servants that we know is 
happening. A lot of people throughout Canada are unemployed. 


Does he really think Canada needs more MPs at this time? Is it not 
fact that for those whose ridings are geographically challenged or 
have a population in excess of a certain number, they could simply 
add an extra staff member to those ridings and continue to serve their 
constituents just fine? 


Mr. Kyle Seeback: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the opportunity to 
respond to these types of criticisms. 


We are moving toward fairer representation. That is the 
fundamental principle of the bill. The people in Brampton West 
should have their vote be relatively equal to the people who vote in 
Prince Edward Island or in my hon. colleague's riding. The bill seeks 
to address that issue. 


We are not going to leave the number of seats in the House of 
Commons the way it is, like the Liberals are proposing, or pick 
winners or losers. My question to my friend opposite is this. Who are 
the winners and losers they are picking under their formula? Which 
provinces are they taking seats away from? Could the member 
advise the House of that? 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as we all know, the 
principle of proportional representation was established in Canada in 
the middle of the 19th century at a time when there was no income 
tax for individuals. We did not have the corporate tax structure we 
have now. 


Would the member not agree with me that today when the role of 
the House in determining government spending, in ensuring 
accountability for taxpayers, the principle of proportional represen- 
tation is more important than ever and that by opposing these 
measures through a period of minority government over the last 
seven years and in the current Parliament, the members opposite, in 
both parties, are in effect opposing equity and accountability for 
taxpayers for the way that their hard-earned money is spent by the 
Government of Canada? 


Would the member agree with me on that? 


Mr. Kyle Seeback: Mr. Speaker, as I have listened to the debate 
in the House and heard the comments made outside of the House by 
members of the opposition, I am still unable to understand why they 
do not want to support the principle of fairness, fairness on all the 
levels that my friend just mentioned. This is something that is of 
central importance to Canadians. I know it is of central importance to 
the voters of my riding of Brampton West. They talk to me about it. 
They want us to move forward with this and that is exactly what we 
will do. 
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Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, this country, and this chamber in particular, has a long history of 
debates about representation. We know that Quebec had a special 
place in the House of Commons when our country was established. 


I would like to ask my colleague, because another colleague 
mentioned the 19th century, what the representation of Quebeckers is 
under the Constitution Act, 1867, in particular section 51. Can the 
member explain to the House what section 51 means and tell us if 
the bill is consistent with that section? Can he clarify section 51 of 
the Constitution Act, 1867 for the House? 


@ (1240) 
[English] 


Mr. Kyle Seeback: Mr. Speaker, of course Quebec is special to 
the Canadian federation. It always has been and it always will be. 
The proposals that we are making in the bill are constitutionally 
sound and on a good footing. 


My question for the member opposite is, when he says there 
should be more seats for Quebec than it is being granted, what does 
he say to the voters in my riding? Will he go up to them and say, “I'm 
sorry sir, I'm sorry madam, you deserve to be continuously under- 
represented so we can have more seats for Quebec”. Is he willing to 
go to my riding and ask voters that question? 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I listened 
with interest to my hon. colleague's speech, in particular to a 
question to my colleague from York West, because it seems to me he 
is suggesting that there would be an ongoing process whereby every 
few years more and more members would be added to the House of 
Commons in an unlimited manner. 


Based on what he is saying, if we are never prepared to take away 
seats from a province because of the fact that its population has not 
increased as much as other provinces, then we will always add more 
and more members. On that basis we would add on an infinite 
number of members in the House. We could have 1,000, 2,000. It 
could go on and on. Is that not unreasonable and unrealistic? Is it not 
possible to find a fairer way to adjust the numbers across the country 
without continually adding numbers to the House? 


Mr. Kyle Seeback: Mr. Speaker, the current formula as proposed 
in the bill does allow for reductions in seats based on population 
decline. However, what we are not prepared to do on this side of the 
House, what we keep hearing from that side of the House, 
particularly in that corner, is to pit Canadians against each other. 
They want to pick winners and losers. They want to say this province 
should have more and therefore we are taking away from that 
province. 


That is not how we are going to approach this issue. We want all 
Canadians to be together behind the bill so they have fairer 
representation. We are not going to follow the model proposed by 
members from that party. | 


Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the Liberal Party is being disingenuous with its proposal to 
reapportion seats in this House. In its proposal, according to the 
analysis that has been completed, the province of Quebec would lose 
six seats in the House, Manitoba would lose three seats, 
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Saskatchewan would lose five seats, Nova Scotia would lose one 
seat, and Newfoundland and Labrador would lose one seat. 


This is not a proposal that the Liberals would ever have introduced 
as government and it is indicative of a party that wants to play games 
on this issue. This is the fairest way for us to ensure that the rapidly 
growing populations, most of whom are new Canadians and recent 
immigrants who have come to this country, are in the three provinces 
of Ontario, Alberta and British Columbia. This bill will ensure they 
have fair representation in the House and ensure that the number of 
visible minorities in the House increases after the next election. 


Mr. Kyle Seeback: Mr. Speaker, I could not have said it better 
myself. That is exactly the road that we are not going to go down on 
this side of the House. We are not going to pick winners and losers. 
We are not going to pit one region of the country against another for 
political gain like the members of that party seem to be suggesting. 
We are not going to be taking away seats from Quebec or other 
provinces. 


That is a flawed formula. We are not following it. We have the 
right formula and I hope the members on that side of the House will 
stand with us and vote in favour of it when the time comes. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I am proud.to rise and speak on behalf of the people of Timmins— 
James Bay, a region that is larger than Great Britain. It is important 
to put the size of my riding into context in the debate because we are 
talking about what is fair. 


We heard this morning the fact that the Conservative government 
once again has tried to shut down fair debate on the bill. There is the 
sense that there are beleaguered members on the government side 
who represent communities that are completely unfairly under- 
represented. 


We have heard throughout the morning about the principle of 
representation by population, yet we know that Canada is not based 
simply on representation by population. If it were, we would start to 
erase most of the political map of Canada. Labrador, with 26,000 
people in its riding, would cease to exist. 


I ask my hon. colleagues from the suburbs, do they believe that 
those 26,000 people are somehow over-represented or the riding of 
Western Arctic with 41,000 people? That population would fit three 
times into a small Toronto riding and yet there is an impossibility of 
getting access to one's elected representative in a region that is larger 
than western Europe. That is part of the fundamental principle of 
participatory democracy. 


I have heard the argument that every vote should be weighted the 
same. My friend from Brampton West said that his vote should 
weigh exactly the same as Prince Edward Island. Just doing the math 
quickly, and my dad was great at math but I always got about 52%, 
that would give Ontario about 600 or 700 seats if we were to have 
the exact same representation by population as Prince Edward 
Island. Clearly, that is an absurd position. 


2904 


COMMONS DEBATES 


November 3, 2011 


Government Orders 


In my riding of Timmins—James Bay, for people to come to my 
constituency office from Attawapiskat would cost $1,000 for the 
flight. There are no roads. If they want to see me in my office it is a 
$1,000 flight while people from Brampton West could drive to the 
Toronto airport and go to Portugal for the weekend and come back 
for less than $1,000. Are people who are able to drive to an MP's 
office somehow under-represented when there are members in the 
House who represent communities they can only get to once or twice 
a year? 


When we talk about seat redistribution, which is a very important 
discussion to have with all members, we are talking about nation 
building. It has to be done right. 


Unfortunately, I sense this is an attempt to have the idea of nation 
division here. When questions are raised about how the process is 
done I hear colleagues asking such things as, “What do you have 
against the people of Ontario and Alberta”, as if that was the only 
question before us. That is obviously not the question. It is how we 
weigh votes and ensure not just representation by population but the 
ability of citizens in the country to access the participatory 
democratic system. 


If we go with a simple model of representation by population, as I 
said earlier, we can erase Labrador with its 26,000 people. Manitoba 
ridings average 78,000 people. We will probably take a couple of 
ridings out of Manitoba so that it is more fair than the way that 
Brampton is set up. In Saskatchewan, with an average riding size of 
about 63,000 or 70,000, we could probably take out three seats. With 
regard to Yukon, we do not even need to talk about as there are only 
30,000 people, so it would disappear. In my good friend's riding of 
Kenora in Northern Ontario there are 64,000 people. I would 
challenge anybody on the government side or the opposition side to 
try and represent those 64,000 people across the grand grass terrain 
of Kenora. 


That is not to say that the addition of seats in urban areas is not an 
important aspect, but it is not the sole aspect. It is the issue of 
balance. When we are here as members of Parliament to talk about 
how we will find that balance, it is very disturbing to see this attempt 
to pit one region against the other. 


I will speak to the issue of Quebec. In Champlain's Dream, the 
vision Champlain had was for Canada to be a place that would avoid 
the wars and hatreds that had consumed Europe. His original dream 
was to build a new society with the first nations. Unfortunately, we 
kind of blew that one somewhere along the way, but hundreds of 
years later I think we are starting to reconnect with the original 
dream of Champlain. 
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However, the founding of Canada in 1867 was really the coming 
together at that time of Upper Canada and what was then Lower 
Canada and the maritime provinces. We were all somewhat equal in 
that sense because we were a much smaller population. There was a 
fundamental recognition that even though there were a number of 
provinces at that time, there were two founding peoples. That was 
what the Canadian compromise was based on. That is how we build 
nations: by compromise. 


I am concerned when I hear that Quebec's population representa- 
tion is not going to drop; what the government is not saying is that 
Quebec's historic place in the House will drop. That is a fundamental 
difference, because if we are going to continue on this nation 
building exercise and if we recognize that there is a distinct Quebec 
nation in this country—and we have agreed to that principle—then 
we have to agree to the principle of historic weight in the House of 
Commons. There will be regions in this country that will grow faster, 
and that is okay, but the historic weight of certain regions cannot be 
lost. 
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That brings us back to Prince Edward Island. Poor Prince Edward 
Island always gets picked on whenever we talk about representation 
by population, because it now has how many senators and how many 
ridings? It is four, as I know. There are many people who say, “My 
God, there are more people living in Sudbury, and Prince Edward 
Island has four seats and four senators’, but that is the historic 
compromise we made. 


The rest of the country grew at an exponential rate and Prince 
Edward Island did not; however, there has never been a suggestion 
that those four seats from Prince Edward Island should be taken 
away, so Prince Edward Island will always maintain its historic 
weight, even as other regions have grown exponentially. 


We see real growth right now in Alberta, British Columbia and 
Ontario, and we recognize, as the New Democratic Party, that there 
is a need to address some of those growing disparities. 


As someone who represents a region that is bigger than Great 
Britain and represents communities with no roads, I do not believe 
that my area should be considered more valuable or less valuable 
than an area represented by someone elected in a large urban region. 
They represent very different realities. 


The idea of nation building is based on compromise and on 
understanding each other. We have to agree with each other and say, 
“Yes, your reality and the people you represent in a smaller urban 
area are in some ways completely different from the reality that I 
represent, but we have to find the compromises”. 


This is why the New Democratic Party came forward with our bill, 
Bill C-312, that would address this issue of imbalance. I want to 
assure my colleagues on the government side that we take this matter 
very seriously. That is why we came forward with our bill. 


Through our bill, we wanted to ensure that the new areas of 
British Columbia, the growing regions of Alberta and the growing 
urban regions of southern Ontario grew, but we also wanted to 
maintain the historic representation percentage of Quebec in the 
House of Commons, because that is part of our founding 
commitment to one another. It is not enough to say simply that 
whatever Quebec's population is, it will maintain some percentage in 
the House. That is not the balance of two founding peoples. 
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We are interested to see time allocation being used to get this bill 
moving quickly. We have not even had the census. I would like to 
see the population trends that the census could show us. 


My hon. colleague from Nickel Belt raises the question of 
northern Ontario. I would argue that one reason we have political 
alienation in various parts of the country is that people do not feel as 
though they are represented. In northern Ontario we have very often 
felt politically alienated from the urban south. We have always 
considered ourselves, and have been considered to be, a colony of 
southern Ontario. We have felt that Queen's Park ends at Steeles 
Avenue. Anybody in northern Ontario will say that. 


What added to the political alienation was the Mike Harris gang, 
and unfortunately many of them are sitting in the front row now. 
They are the front line of the Conservative Party. Mike Harris 
decided that the best way to have political representation was to just 
take a whole whack of seats out of northern Ontario; that would be 
representation. 


Taking those provincial seats out of northern Ontario made it very 
difficult for people to be served by their elected representatives. We 
have seen northern Ontario's presence in the Province of Ontario 
continually diminish, to the point that when the McGuinty 
government made a plan over the last few years for the development 
of northern Ontario, its officials did not bother to come up to consult 
with anybody in any of the first nations. They were too busy. 


I remember The Toronto Star asking what the problem was with 
all these first nations people and whether they did no trust the 
smartness of the Liberal government. 


Those people were making decisions about lands that they did not 
even want to bother visiting. That is the sense of political alienation 
we have in northern Ontario. It occurs once we get north of Highway 
17. With all due respect to my hon. colleague from Muskoka, 
although we get money out of the FedNor fund, we have always 
believed that northern Ontario starts at Highway 17. North of 
Highway 17 it is a completely different community, a different set of 
cultures, a different set of economic realities, yet as elected 
representatives from northern Ontario, we are tied to the population 
base of Ontario overall. 
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When we see massive urban growth in regions around the 905 belt 
every time we redo the census, people begin to say that northern 
Ontario is somehow over-represented, because it is based on the 
population of southern Ontario, which is, of course, absurd. 


I represent a riding with over 80,000 people. That would make 
mine a normal Manitoba riding or a big Saskatchewan riding. In 
New Brunswick or Newfoundland, it would be a very large riding. 
However, in Ontario it is considered over-represented and is 
perceived to have an unfair advantage over my colleague from 
Brampton, or whatever other suburbs are represented here in the 
House. That is not the reality. 


New Democratic Party members want to address the need to deal 
with the changes in the House. However, we are very concerned with 
the Conservative government's attitude that it is right, that we should 
get with the program, and that if we do not like it, then it shows that 
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we are against Alberta or against Ontario. I do not know who it 
thinks we would be against next. That is not how we build a nation. 


This change has been a long time coming. It can take some good 
debate, but it needs something more than debate; it needs some good 
will. Unfortunately, I find that is lacking in the Conservatives' 
approach. 


Iam more than willing to look at what would happen at committee 
with the bill, but my spidey sense is tingling. As I said earlier, I see a 
government that seems to be moving toward some manner of 
autocracy. It wants to limit debate on all manner of bills. The 
Conservatives seem to think that being given a majority on May 2 
gives them the right to override the interests and concerns of other 
elected members of Parliament. 


We think we need to have an improvement in the seat distribution, 
unlike the Liberal Party, which wants the status quo. That is their 
business, and I do not mind that, but I think we need to find a 
balance. If we are going to find that balance, we have to recognize 
that the number one principle is representation by population. 
However, my concern is that if it is solely representation by 
population, Canada would not work, period. We would have no 
balance whatsoever. We need to find that balance. 


For example, if we added 15 seats to Ontario, all in the 905 region, 
we would certainly change the political makeup of the country, and 
this is a discussion that needs to happen. How is that going to play 
out? Is it fair? Does it unfairly affect the representation of Quebec? 
Are there enough seats given to ensure Quebec's historic status? 


This is not about dividing; it is about asking straightforward 
questions. I think every member in the House is committed to the 
idea of fair democratic representation. 


I used to live in Toronto—Danforth, the riding of my former 
leader, Jack Layton. I could walk 20 minutes either way to two MPs' 
offices. I saw it as normal for living in the city. I could walk up 
Danforth and see one MP's office and then walk along Queen Street, 
and there was another. However, as I said, when I hit the break week, 
I could probably put 3,000 to 5,000 kilometres on my car and still 
not visit all of my communities. Therefore, I find it a little rich when 
I hear someone tell me that because they represent a suburban riding, 
they are unfairly under-represented in the House. 


If it is a question of resources, that is certainly a fair question. Is 
the caseload in an MP's office the issue? 


This is another important element about northern Ontario. Most of 
my region does not have government services, as the government 
does not bother to come up into the James Bay coastal area. When I 
go up to Attawapiskat, Kashechewan or Fort Albany, I fill out health 
card forms because Ontario health services will not go there. 
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It is funny: because of the risk of health card fraud, in Ontario one 
cannot have a health card without a photograph, but there is no place 
to get a photograph on the James Bay coast; as a result, the 
provincial government does not bother worrying about photos on the 
James Bay coast, because it does not want to bother servicing those 
communities. To provide services to them, I go up with my staff and 
the provincial member goes up with his staff, and we fill out health 
card forms and birth certificates, because there are no government 
services. 
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In rural areas, members of Parliament are not only seen to 
represent the political interests and the political will of the 
community, they are often the only front line. With the cuts to 
Service Canada and Service Ontario, our offices take on more and 
more caseload all the time. We do not have more resources to do it, 
which adds another question: what is the role of the member of 
Parliament? 


Ccertainly we have a role to be here as legislators. That is our 
primary role. That should perhaps be our one role. We were elected 
to be legislators. However, with the continual shrinking of 
government services and community people falling further and 
further through the cracks, it is just assumed that if individuals go to 
their member of Parliament, he or she will fix it for them. 


We spend our time having to do the front-line work of the federal 
government because the federal government does not bother 
servicing many of these communities. They are not adequately 
serviced by Service Canada. People are out of luck with EI claims if 
they do not come to our offices, and out of luck with immigration 
and passports. We are a passport service. 


As legislators we are doing the work of government, because it 
does not want to spend the money. Its narrow focus is that we will. 
just add 20, 30, 50, 60 seats to the House of Commons and 
everything will be magically balanced. That is not a realistic solution 
to the problem. 


Number one, we have to ensure that our front-line services are 
there, because our citizens are looking to us not simply to come here 
and vote for them, but to represent them and be their face of 
government, because the face of government is not there. 


It is not about pitting one region against the other, but about 
working together as parliamentarians. I certainly see the scowl on 
my colleague's face on the Conservative side. I am not surprised. 
They do not understand that unless members are in the autocracy of 
the Prime Minister, they are somehow against everything. They do 
not know the idea of balance and compromise. That is not how we 
build nations. 


We are here. We have offered our own bill because we believe that 
the bill's plan can work. We want to make sure that we have 
maintained a historic balance, but we are very uncomfortable with 
the simple statement that we have to get to representation by 
population. If the Conservatives were serious about that, they would 
rejig the entire borders of Canada, and they are not going to do that. 


We need to work together. I am putting out the olive branch to my 
colleagues, but I will be surprised if they take it. This is not the way 


that we have done business. If the government worked with people, 
it would not have to shut down every debate that happens. 


I am interested in what might come next, because over the last six 
years the government has bothered to complete pitifully few bills. 
Usually it prorogued and started over, and then government 
members would rant on about crime. Then the Conservatives would 
prorogue and start over. If they get all their time allocations, I am 
wondering what they will do. I imagine they would probably shut 
this place down and prorogue again. 


We are interested in this issue, but we are certainly a little 
concerned about the government's attitude toward questions on the 
bill. 


Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I listened to the member's remarks with interest, but I have 
to disagree with him. The fundamental constitutional principle of the 
House is representation by population. 


Prior to Confederation, it was not. In fact, between 1840 and 
1867, under the Act of Union that created the Province of Canada, 
the principle was not representation by population. The legislature of 
that day was divided into two equal halves, administratively, 
between Canada East and Canada West. Each of those regions had 
50% of the seats in the House, and as Ontario, or Canada West at the 
time, moved from being a very sparsely. populated area to being a 
much more heavily populated area, the representation for Canada 
West went from being over-represented to underrepresented. That 
was perfectly acceptable in the context of the Province of Canada, 
for which this building and the original Library of Parliament was 
built. 


In 1867, because the leader of the Liberal Party, George Brown, 
had argued for decades for representation by population, we went to 
a federal system of government with two sovereign orders of 
government. In the upper order of government, in the chamber that 
we sit in, it would be representation by population as a fundamental 
constitutional principle, and that has been reaffirmed by the Supreme 
Court of Canada in numerous rulings. 


I encourage the members opposite to reconsider their position on 
giving any one provincial division a specific percentage of the seats 
in this House, because that violates this very important constitutional 
and democratic provision in the Constitution of Canada. 
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Mr. Charlie Angus: Mr. Speaker, that was very well argued. 
Maybe the member lives in a different Canada than I do, but 
Saskatchewan's seats are counted at some 60,000 people. If he wants 
to take three or four seats out of Saskatchewan so we can meet the 
demands of the Constitution, I say, good luck. If he wants to erase 
New Brunswick with 50,000 people per riding, he can go ahead and 
will see what happens. He may want to get rid of Labrador at 21,000 
people or Yukon at 30,000 people per riding. 
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This idea that representation by population is the fundamental 
principle is absurd. This is a House that represents people based on 
various geographic and historic reasons. In terms of the English and 
Quebec identities, those have had weighted balances, which is why I 
go back to Prince Edward Island. 


The member can talk about this grand myth of George Brown in 
1867, but it has never been a practised reality in the House. If he 
wants to change it, he will see a pretty bizarre shift in terms of the 
seats we have. 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I was 
interested when my hon. colleague from Timmins—James Bay was 
talking about reaching out with an olive branch to other parties, and 
yet, at the same time, talked about our party's position as if it were 
the status quo. In fact, he used the words “status quo”, saying that 
was our position. Those two notions conflict: that he is handing out 
- an olive branch and yet totally misstating our position. In fact, we 
have not suggested the status quo at all. Perhaps he has not been able 
to hear all the debate or he has not been listening, but he ought not 
portray it differently than it is. 


My colleague used the phrase “historic weight”. I am from the 
province of Nova Scotia, which has 11 seats. It seems to me that 
having 11 seats out of 250 is not the same weight as having 11 out of 
330 seats, as the government would propose. Does he think that is 
the same weight? Is that the same historic weight as my province had 
at Confederation, for example, or as it does now? That makes no 
sense to me at all. 


When he talks about the alienation of people across the country, 
does he hear from people that the reason they feel alienated is 
because of an insufficient number of members of Parliament? 


Mr. Charlie Angus: Mr. Speaker, I am y sorry if my hon. 
colleague felt that I did not represent his position very clearly. I have 
heard so many different positions from the Liberals that I am trying 
to extend the olive branch by saying that it seems somewhere in the 
status quo, but I cannot go any further than that. 


Do I hear about under-representation? Yes, I do. In northern 
Ontario, I hear about it all the time. I would invite the member to 
come to northern Ontario where people feel that they were written 
off the political map of Canada and that the Mike Harris 
Conservatives wrote them off the map of Ontario. That plan has 
been continued by Dalton McGuinty. I am aware of the issues of 
political alienation. It is the heart and soul of what has happened in 
northern Ontario because of the sense that we have not had proper 
representation. 


I represent first nation communities and my constituents say, 
“You're our elected guy, the white guy from Timmins. You're 500 
kilometres from our communities. Why is there no first nation 
representation?” It is because of the way we divide up our seats. 
There is no reason we cannot have a northern Ontario seat 
representing first nations. They are the only people who live north 
of 50 but they are not on the map. So, yes, I hear about political 
alienation. I hear about it all the time in my riding. 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague from Timmins—James Bay for so eloquently bringing 
to this House the problems we face in northern Ontario. 
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The last time there was a redistribution of ridings by population, 
northern Ontario lost one seat. For example, in order for my 
colleague from Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing to go from 
Algoma—Manitoulin to Kapuskasing, she must cross Nickel Belt, 
and now we are talking about making it bigger. 


Earlier today, I asked the Minister of State for Democratic Reform 
if this would affect northern Ontario and he would not answer. I 
asked another Conservative MP the same question and I did not get 
an answer. Does my hon. colleague from Timmins—James Bay 
think this would affect northern Ontario and that our ridings would 
get even bigger? 
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Mr. Charlie Angus: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to receive that 
question as I lived through the last seat redistribution in 2004. 


My hon. Liberal colleague talked about people being angry about 
what happened to their seats. He should come up to northern 
Ontario. The riding of Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing was 
written by people who, obviously, had never been to northern 
Ontario. They did not understand the region. That riding is simply 
impossible to service. 


I challenge any suburban member to go to the riding of Algoma— 
Manitoulin—Kapuskasing and try to cover it off. It is immense and 
spread out with no commonalities. The top part of her riding is 90% 
francophone and yet it is not connected in any way to the southern 
part of her riding, which is almost entirely anglophone. She must 
travel through two or three different ridings to get to the other part of 
her riding. 


In my riding of Timmins—James Bay, Timiskaming was cut in 
half. Timiskaming was one region for over 100 years but someone 
decided that part of Timiskaming would go to North Bay and another 
part would go to Timmins. That line divided our francophone 
community and our agricultural community. It was done in a ham- 
fisted way. I heard this had to do with representation by population 
because some people down in Vaughan perhaps felt that they did not 
have enough seats. 


What we are saying about balance is that we need to recognize the 
continuity of cultural and rural realities if seats are going to be 
redistributed so it is fair and so people have adequate representation. 
That did not happen in the last round and I would be surprised, given 
the government's attitude, that it would happen in this round. 


. Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, my colleague from Timmins—James Bay talked a lot about 
nation-building and now we are facing nation division. 


He also mentioned two founding nations. As he well knows, the 
first nations were also involved with those two founding nations. 
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Unlike the member for Wellington—Halton Hills, who cited 
George Brown, I would like to mention George-Etienne Cartier, who 
was the hon. minister of defence in Macdonald's government. 
Cartier's position is debatable among historians but, according to 
historian, Claude Bélanger, in accepting the compromise of 1867, 
several guarantees were sought and obtained by the provinces that 
feared they would be overpowered by other provinces. Quebec 
received a fixed number of seats and would serve as the basis of 
calculations for seats in other provinces so that as the country grew 
the historical weight would be maintained. 


Could my hon. colleague speak to that again for the House? 


Mr. Charlie Angus: Mr. Speaker, we need to recognize that our 
country's success has been built on the compromise that existed 
between Quebec and the rest of Canada, not between a whole bunch 
of provinces. If there were a whole bunch of provinces, we would 
not have our own distinct court system in Quebec. We recognize the 
French tradition in court. We recognize it in language. We recognize 
that right. 


Ontario recognizes the right of francophones to have their own 
schools. That was a hell of a fight but it was based on the principle 
that we must maintain these historical balances, even as the other 
populations changed and as new Canadians came in. It is great. We 
love multiculturalism but, in Ontario, people have the right to get a 
francophone education in any community because these are the 
original compromises we made, and we are proud of them. That is 
why Canada is successful. 


Mr. Parm Gill (Brampton—Springdale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the opportunity to speak on behalf of my constituents of 
Brampton—Springdale in support of Bill C-20, the fair representa- 
tion bill. The bill fulfills our government's commitment to move 
toward fair representation in the House of Commons. 


During the last election, we made three distinct promises to ensure 
that any update to the formula allocating House of Commons seats 
would be fair for all provinces. 


First, we would increase the number of seats now and in the future 
to better reflect population growth in British Columbia, Ontario and 
Alberta. 


Second, we would protect the number of seats for smaller 
provinces. 


Third, we would protect the proportional representation of Quebec 
according to its population. 


Our government will fulfill each of those promises with this bill, 
and I am very pleased about it. 


Fairness in representation for all Canadians is an important goal. 
The vote of every Canadian, to the greatest extent possible, should 
have equal weight. This is a fundamental democratic concept and a 
key Canadian value. All citizens should have an equal say in who is 
elected to represent them in Parliament and in this House. It is 
important that we act to ensure we are moving toward that goal and 
not away from it. 


The current formula for allocating seats in the House of Commons 
is outdated and does not meet the current needs of constituents in my 
riding of Brampton—Springdale and across Canada. The current 


formula moves us away from fair representation a little bit each and 
every day. This problem is particularly serious in and around my 
riding of Brampton—Springdale. Directly to the west of my riding is 
the riding with the largest population in Canada, Brampton West. 
Directly east is the fourth largest riding, Bramalea—Gore—Malton. 
Within a 15 minute drive of my riding, I can reach seven of the ten 
largest ridings by population in Canada. 


My riding of Brampton—Springdale was created in 2004. The 
census data from 2006 showed that Brampton—Springdale was the 
13th most populous riding in the country. 


All of those ridings, including my own, suffer from what the 
minister described as a representation gap and this representation gap 
must be fixed. The seat allocation formula that provides for new 
seats in the House of Commons every 10 years now dates from 
1985. 


Back in 1985, the members of the House decided on a formula 
that did not put a priority on fair representation. The formula we 
have now does not properly account for population growth. In fact, it 
is especially bad at dealing with large population growth in large 
cities in our largest provinces. My riding of Brampton—Springdale 
fits that description exactly. It has large population growth, is a large 
city and is in one of Canada's largest provinces, the province of © 
Ontario. 


Many of the ridings surrounding it also fit that description. Most 
areas surrounding the GTA suffer from the inability of the 1985 
formula to properly account for population growth. The problem is 
not limited to the GTA only. The problem is seen across the country, 
especially in Ontario, British Columbia and Alberta. Because the 
existing formula does not compensate very well for large population 
growth, Canadians in our largest and fastest growing provinces are 
moving further away from fair representation. 


I have said that this representation problem is especially serious in 
my riding and the area surrounding it. The minister agrees, as do 
many of my hon. colleagues in this House. However, what are the 
implications of the representation problem? 
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In March of last year, and last month, we were provided with 
evidence that describes the problem. In the report , “Voter Equality 
and Other Canadian Values: Finding a Balance”, Matthew 
Mendelsohn and Sujit Choudhry wrote the following: 


This problem is getting worse and, unless there is fundamental reform, will 
continue to do so in the future. Moreover, the character of voter inequality is 
changing. 


They wrote that the combination of problems with the current 
formula and the high level of immigration increasingly disadvan- 
tages new Canadians and visible minorities. This is because many 
new Canadians choose to live in densely populated suburban areas, 
like my riding of Brampton—Springdale and the ones next to it. 
These are exactly the types of ridings which the 1985 allocation 
formula leaves under-represented. 


Mendelsohn and Choudhry wrote: 
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[I]t recognizes the new reality of Canada: that it is Canadians of multi-ethnic 
backgrounds living around our largest cities, particularly the GTA [greater Toronto 
area], who are under-represented, injecting a new dimension of inequality into our 
federal electoral arrangements. 


More than 56.2% of my constituents are part of a visible minority 
group and of multi-ethnic backgrounds. Members can understand 
why the fair representation act would be greatly welcomed by my 
constituents. This representation gap needs to be fixed as soon as 
possible. Not only are my constituents becoming more under- 
represented, but they are becoming more under-represented much 
faster than Canadians in other parts of the country. 


We need to follow the principle of representation by population as 
closely as we can, but the current formula does not do that. This is a 
serious problem that requires immediate solution. I think that Bill 
C-20, a bill that is applauded by my constituents, is that solution. 


With the fair representation act, our Conservative government is 
delivering a principled and reasonable update to the formula to 
allocate seats in the House of Commons. 


The bill would do a number of things. It would move every 
province toward representation by population in the House of 
Commons. As I have said, this is an important democratic principle 
that we need to be moving toward, not away from. It would address 
the representation gap by moving Ontario, British Columbia, and 
Alberta significantly closer to representation by population. This is 
important because this is where the most under-represented people 
are living. 


Using the formula put forward in the bill, Ontario would receive 
15 new seats, British Columbia would receive 6 new seats, Alberta 
would receive 6 new seats, and Quebec would receive 3 additional 
seats. The bill would increase seat counts for these provinces, both 
now and in the future, by ensuring that population growth would be 
more accurately factored into the seat allocation formula. In this way, 
the principle of representation by population would be followed to a 
much larger degree, which would be much fairer for all Canadians. 


Not only would representation be better now, but it would also be 
better in the future. The representation gap would become much, 
much smaller and the fast growth of the problem under the current 
formula would be stopped. At the same time, Bill C-20 would ensure 
that smaller and slower growing provinces would maintain their 
current number of seats. This is only what is fair to those parts of the 
country, and it is reasonable and principled to maintain their effective 
representation in the House. 


@ (1320) 


The legislation would also fulfill our platform commitment to 
maintain Quebec's representation at a level proportionate to its 
population. 


It is important to highlight that this is exactly what we promised in 
the last election and this is exactly what we are delivering. We are 
keeping the promises we made to Canadians during the election 
campaign. 


Quebec would receive three new seats, since the purpose of the 
bill is to move every single province toward representation by 
population in a fair and reasonable way. We are also being fair by 
making sure that the seat allocation formula would not move 
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overrepresented provinces under the level which their population 
warrants. That would not be fair to those provinces and it would not 
be right for us to do that. This is in support of the principle of 
proportionate representation. It is another one of the fundamental 
principles in our democracy right alongside representation by 
population. 


As I said, we are keeping our promises and we are keeping them 
in a fair and very reasonable way. 


This bill would better respect and maintain representation by 
population. This bill would directly help under-represented Cana- 
dians, like the constituents in my riding of Brampton—Springdale, 
and in many other ridings in the GTA and elsewhere in this country. 


This bill would ensure the effective and proportionate representa- 
tion of all provinces, especially for smaller and slower growing ones. 
This bill would have national application that.would be fair for all 
provinces. As the minister said, all Canadians from all backgrounds 
in all parts of the country expect and deserve fair representation. This 
bill would provide that in a very principled way. 


Since we are talking about fairness, I would also like to talk about 
accuracy. After all, using the best data available to us is fair. This bill 
would ensure that when allocating seats to each province, the best 
data available would be used. This would ensure that Canadians are 
fairly represented. Instead of using the census population numbers, 
Statistics Canada's annual population estimates would be used. 
These estimates work to correct for some of the under-coverage in 
the census, and they provide the best data for the total provincial 
population. In that way we would make sure that Canadians in the 
faster growing provinces would be getting the representation they 
deserve. 


This change would assist in making sure the growing representa- 
tion gap was closed sooner rather than later. This would be especially 
helpful for people in ridings like mine and the many other faster 
growing ridings across Canada. 


In Bill C-20, we are also maintaining the independent process that 
draws the riding boundaries in every province, and making sure that 
process also has the best data available for its purpose, too. 


The readjustment of the electoral boundaries would be done using 
the census data, as it always has been done. Why is the census data 
best for this job? The census provides a population count street by 
street and house by house. This accuracy is necessary to most 
properly draw the new electoral boundaries and is the best data 
available for the job. 


There would be no change to that aspect of the process, which has 
been the process since 1964. It will remain fair, impartial and 
independent. There would be some changes to streamline the 
process, however. 
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We want to make sure that the new seats and boundaries are ready 
for the next election so that Canadians get the fair representation they 
deserve as soon as possible. If we wait too long, Canadians will have 
to go for another decade or longer with worse and worse 
representation. That is not acceptable, so we will not allow that to 
happen. 


In conclusion, this bill, the fair representation act, is a principled 
update to the formula allocating House of Commons seats. It is fair. 
It is reasonable. It is principled. It would solve an important problem 
that needs to be fixed and which will only grow worse if we fail to 
act for all Canadians. It would achieve better representation for faster 
growing provinces where better representation is strongly needed. It 
would address and correct the under-representation of many new 
Canadians in large suburban ridings like my own. It would also 
maintain effective representation for smaller and slower growing 
provinces. The fair representation act would deliver these things and 
would deliver on our government's long-standing commitments. 


I hope that we can pass this sensible and good piece of legislation 
as soon as possible. The vote of every Canadian should have equal 
weight to the greatest extent possible, and we cannot delay that. The 
constituents in my riding of Brampton—Springdale expect that from 
us and we need to deliver. 


@ (1330) 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I listened attentively to the member's speech. As he knows, 
there has been some concern about the different formulas the 
government has introduced through the various manifestations of the 
bill which we have seen in the last couple of Parliaments. Different 
formulas have been brought forward each time. That is something 
we have raised concerns about. Our critic for democratic reform, the 
member for Hamilton Centre, has raised the issue of the 
government's use of differing formulas each time it introduces 
legislation. 


The member spoke very eloquently, but obviously we have some 
concerns. I am from British Columbia and as the formulas have 
come forward, B.C.'s representation has actually gone down. As the 
member is aware, British Columbia is one of the least well 
represented of provinces. We have a handful of seats in the Senate 
and that is why the NDP has been strong in calling for the abolition 
of the Senate. We are just not represented there. 


I am wondering if the member could address the issue of the 
differing formulas and the fact that B.C.'s representation has gone 
down as each of the different formulas has come forward. 


Mr. Parm Gill: Mr. Speaker, I would like to point out that during 
the past couple of Parliaments under minority governments, we not 
only had challenges with this piece of legislation, but we also had 
challenges with a number of other pieces of legislation. 


However, in the last election, Canadians clearly gave us a very 
strong mandate to represent them here in the House and as the 
population changes and the numbers in the provinces change, we 
have to update the formula. The formula in the bill is the best one 
under the current circumstances. It is the best representation we 


could have in the House based on population and considering all the 
different dynamics of the provinces and their makeup. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
one of the things I like about the bill is that there are three truly 
unique positions being taken inside the House. The Conservatives 
are saying they want to increase the number of seats quite 
dramatically, by 30. The New Democrats are agreeing that the 
number of seats should be increased, but they believe that rural 
representation and the votes of people in those areas are of greater 
value than those in urban areas. I believe that a vast majority of 
Canadians would suggest that the biggest thing lacking in the bill is 
whether there is a need to increase the number of MPs in the House 
of Commons. 


Why not redistribute based on the same number seats that are 
here? Why not look at the possibility of sticking with 308 seats? 
Why do we have to increase the numbers? The vast majority of 
Canadians would not necessarily support the increase nor is it 
necessarily warranted. It is one of the reasons that we should be 
having this debate, but unfortunately, as the member knows, the 
government is only allowing a couple of hours of debate in total on 
the bill. 


Mr. Parm Gill: Mr. Speaker, after the next election in 2015, 
assuming the bill passes through the House and Senate, there will be 
an additional 30 members 


I encourage the member to go into some of these suburban ridings, 
such as my riding of Brampton—Springdale, or other ridings in 
other parts of the country and speak with Canadians who are affected 
by this, who have raised their voices and have asked why they 
should be under-represented, especially the visible minorities and 
new Canadians who choose the suburbs to call home when they 
immigrate to Canada and bring their families with them. They are 
unfairly under-represented. They feel neglected. They do not deserve 
that. 


That is one of the things we are looking to fix with the bill. It is 
those visible minorities, new Canadians and Canadians of all walks 
of life right across the country who have raised their voices. When I 
attend events, I constantly hear about this in my ridings and in the 
surrounding ridings. 


@ (1335) 


Mr. Costas Menegakis (Richmond Hill, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
hon. member represents one of the largest ridings in country. In fact, 
that region in the GTA, the Brampton and Bramalea ridings, consist 
of some 500,000 people. Not only is it a large riding, but it is a very 
fast-growing riding and is one of the most diverse ridings in the 
country. 


Could the hon. member elaborate on the importance of this 
legislation, specifically in his community, as it relates to new 
immigrants, new people who move into the riding? 


Mr. Parm Gill: Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member for his hard 
work in the House on behalf of his constituents. He is from 
Richmond Hill and understands the problem we have in the GTA. 
This problem is huge. I hope my colleagues, hon. members in the 
House, would realize the extent of this problem. 


November 3, 2011 


The riding directly west of my riding of Brampton—Springdale 
has a population of over 150,000 people. The riding east of mine has 
over 130,000 people. Within a 15-minute drive from my riding, I can 
probably reach about eight to ten of the ridings with the largest 
populations in the country. Especially new immigrants, visible 
minorities who live in the suburbs in the GTA area are affected by 
this and have made their voices heard. I and other members of the 
House of Commons are here to represent them. 


[Translation] 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, the hon. member is telling us just how important the 
changes proposed in Bill C-20 are for his riding. That is indeed the 
change that will be made to his riding, but what about my riding and 
the other 74 ridings in Quebec? There are two sovereignist parties 
and two federalist parties in the Quebec National Assembly and they 
are all clearly saying that the political weight of Quebec must not be 
reduced. We are not talking about demographic weight, but about 
political weight. 


My question for the hon. member is very simple. What does he 
think of the motion adopted here in 2006 that recognizes Quebec as a 
nation? What does the Quebec nation mean to him? 


[English] 


Mr. Parm Gill: Mr. Speaker, I point out that the Conservative 
government is very responsible and is concerned about all 
Canadians, regardless in which part of the country they may live. 


I talked about Brampton—Springdale because I am responsible 
for representing it. However, I used that as an example. There are 
examples such as Brampton—Springdale all over Canada. That is 
the reason we are adding 15 new seats in Ontario, 6 new seats in 
British Columbia, 6 new seats in Alberta and 3 new seats in Quebec. 
Under the bill, I feel this is the best formula we could have. 


I am very thankful and I appreciate the hard work the hon. 
minister, the Minister of State for Democratic Reform, has put into 
the legislation. I would encourage all opposition members to support 
the bill and its speedy passage as soon as possible. 


@ (1340) 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I will be sharing my time with the very talented, eloquent 
and hard-working member of Parliament for Edmonton—Strathcona 
and I look forward to hearing her speech on the bill. 


This is a technical bill that has ramifications for the whole country 
and I am pleased to rise to speak to it. It is something we have 
expressed concern about before. In the time I have, I will give a bit a 
background to the bill itself and the issue of seat redistribution in the 
House of Commons. 


As members are well aware, this has been part of the growth and 
development of Confederation and Canada. Over time, we have tried 
to maintain a couple of principles in the House of Commons. One is 
to ensure that provinces with fast-growing populations get more 
representation. At the same time, we have also had a tradition in the 
House of Commons of providing support and a floor level 
representation from regions across the country. That floor has been 
the story historically for Atlantic Canada, and I will come back to 
that in a moment. It creates some differences, but it is something that 
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Canadian accept as part of the nation-building exercise. That type of 
floor has also been in place for the territories. 


Members who have had the opportunity, as I have, to travel to the 
northern territories know they are vast areas of Canada. Unbelie- 
vably large portions of our three northern territories do not meet the 
population criteria of the House of Commons, but clearly Canadians 
believe those areas of the country should be adequately represented. 
Therefore, we have put floors in place for them as well. 


This has been the development over time. The nation-building 
exercise has always been to look at those two components and 
ensure that both the historical representation and the floors for 
ensuring clear representation and adding additional seats come into 
play. What has developed over time is that system of great Canadian 
compromise and nation-building of working on both aspects to 
ensure Parliament's representation is clearly representative. 


I come from British Columbia and it has historically grown faster 
than its representation in Parliament. When we look at the figures, 
clearly there is a need for increased representation in British 
Columbia. 


Coming back to what I mentioned earlier about Atlantic Canada. 
My riding of Burnaby—New Westminster, because there are many 
new Canadians who are not yet Canadian citizens and are who not 
on the voters list, has a population of about 120,000 or 130,000. That 
is slightly under the population of Prince Edward Island. 
Historically, P.E.I. has strong representation with four seats in the 
House of Commons. The system of ensuring historical representa- 
tion for areas that are faster growing has always been part of the 
dynamic in play. There is no doubt that British Columbia needs 
additional seats. 


In my riding of Burnaby—New Westminster and the riding of 
Newton—North Delta, the number of constituents is very great and 
there needs to be more seats in British Columbia to ensure that B.C. 
is adequately represented and members of Parliament can properly 
represent their constituents. 


@ (1345) 


As we know, the job of being a member of Parliament is far 
beyond speaking in the House of Commons and having other 
members listen attentively. The job of being a member of Parliament 
for the most part is in the riding. As members of Parliament are 
intervening on behalf of their constituents with federal agencies and 
federal ministries, the machinery of government sometimes does not 
work effectively. Members of Parliament are there to ensure that our 
constituents are fully and adequately represented and we go to bat on 
their behalf. 
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If we have more members of Parliament in British Columbia, that 
means we can focus on slightly fewer constituents and ensure that 
we do that strong, necessary advocacy work on their behalf with the 
federal ministries, federal agencies and on federal programs where 
constituents may have applied, or intervened or made application 
and were not treated in the fair and just way that they should have 
been. We are advocates first and foremost. Therefore, having those 
additional seats plays an important and key role. 


That is where we get into some difficulty and have some concerns 
with Bill C-20. In looking at how the various iterations of the bill 
have played out and the various formulas that have been applied, we 
have gone through three different formulas to calculate representa- 
tion in British Columbia. What we have seen in B.C.'s case is a 
smaller number of seats through this process. That is of some 
concern, not so much the fact of having a seat in the House, because 
even that is an important aspect of our work, but having that 
representation out in the community and being able to effectively 
represent and advocate on behalf of the 120,000 or 130,000 
constituents, which is a different order than advocating effectively on 
behalf of 110,000 or 115,000 constituents. 


That is very clearly where seat distribution and MP distribution in 
the House of Commons comes to play. It makes a fundamental 
difference when we have that balance and we have those additional 
seats. Because we have seen the various iterations and the number of 
additional B.C. MPs brought down, this is where I see some real 
concerns about the latest formula that has been brought forward at 
this time. 


Members may say that the bill will go to committee. Certainly, we 
on this side of the House have always been ready to work with the 
Conservative government in a way that we expect it to work with us. 
One day the NDP will be in government and the opposition parties 
will get the opportunity to see not only lively debate but what 
healthy, transparent, effective representation and working with 


opposition parties will bring. There is no doubt that many Canadians . 


look forward to that date in 2015 when the NDP steps forward. 


Our concern is the practice of the government in committee has 
not been good to date. It has often bulldozed and steamrolled 
opposition parties rather than listen to the healthy points of view that 
we bring forward, particularly on this bill. 


This is a nation-building exercise. This is a point which shows 
how the government and we as Parliament respect all regions of the 
country. It talks to the historic representation of Atlantic Canada and 
the northern territories. It talks to the historic and important 
representation of Quebec that we have brought forward in our bill. 
It points to the representation of Saskatchewan and Manitoba despite 
population changes there. As well, it points to additional seats in 
places such as Ontario, Alberta and British Columbia. 


We have brought forward and supported legislation for the 
healthy, nation-building establishment of a consensus. We certainly 
hope the government will start listening, consulting and really 
working with the Canadian public and with opposition parties so a 
bill such as Bill C-20 can appropriately be part of a nation-building 
exercise. To date, that has not been the case, but I hope the 
government will change in this regard. 


@ (1350) 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
this is nation building legislation. It is legislation I would like to 
support. I regret very much the limitation on debate, which has made 
it difficult for smaller parties to be part of the debate and discussion. 


I would like his thoughts, though, on whether we can continually, 
in the future, beyond the bill, add new members to the House of 
Commons every time we see Canada's population grow. At some 
point do we not have to bite the bullet and go back and revisit those 
areas with sparser populations? 


Mr. Peter Julian: Mr. Speaker, I think there are two parts to what 
the hon. member is asking. 


First is the issue of seats in the House. Can we keep adding 
members to the House of Commons? I would like to say that in other 
parliaments on this globe there are no seats, there are benches. 


As I have mentioned earlier, the important work that members of 
Parliament do is not.so much the speaking. I certainly do not need to 
have this desk. I can sit on a bench, and stand and speak. It is what 
we do in our ridings across the country, serving our constituents that 
is absolutely vital. 


The important aspect of additional representation means that there 
are more members of Parliament to advocate strongly on behalf of 
their constituents. If they are not advocating on behalf of their 
constituents, they do not deserve to be in the House. 


The second component she raises quite rightly is the issue around 
rural-urban representation, and certainly on this side of the House, 
the NDP has always seen this as a very important, careful, national 
building exercise. 


That is why we have talked about seats for Quebec. We have 
talked about seats for areas like my province of British Columbia 
along with Alberta and Ontario. We have talked about ensuring a 


floor for Atlantic Canada and the territories. This is a nation building 


exercise and that means rural representation being adequate and 
effective in the House of Commons as well as urban representation 
in the House. 


Hon. Lynne Yelich (Minister of State (Western Economic 
Diversification), CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member talked about 
representing constituents and that it was the most important part of 
his job. If he believes that, then last night when two members voted 
for the wishes of their constituents on the long gun registry, why 
would his party punish them if coming here and representing their 
constituents is first and foremost after being in the House, as he 
suggested? 


Mr. Peter Julian: Mr. Speaker, this party takes no lessons from 
Conservative members who have not, since they were elected, stood 
up on behalf of their constituents a single time. 
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We have seen with the Canadian Wheat Board that a promise was 
made to consult with farmers across western Canada and the 
Conservatives broke that promise cruelly after their election. They 
promised farmers a consultation on the Canadian Wheat Board and 
on May 2 they said, “To heck with western farmers. We will not 
consult them. It does not matter if 60% of western farmers want to 
keep the Wheat Board, we will do away with it”. 


I respect the member, but there is not a single member in this 
House from the Conservative Party who has done anything on behalf 
of their constituents on issues like the Wheat Board and the gun 
registry. Time and time again, the Conservatives betray their 
constituents. That is unfortunate and it is wrong. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
agree with the member in terms of the Canadian Wheat Board. The 


government has not been listening to what our prairie farmers have 


been saying. 


Having said that, with regard to Bill C-20, does the NDP have any 
limit as to what it believes the size of the House of Commons should 
be? 


Today, it does not have a problem with 338 which is being 
proposed by the government. Do the NDP members have an 
optimum number, or do they see this as a thing in progress, that as 
the years go by, the House will just continue to grow and grow? 


@ (1355) 


Mr. Peter Julian: Mr. Speaker, if the hon. member had been to 
Britain, he would see that its House of Commons is a smaller House 
with twice the number of members. The House of Commons in 
Britain has simply done away with desks. We can sit on benches. We 
can vote from benches. We can speak adequately on behalf of our 
constituents, but the most important issue is representing an 
advocacy on behalf of our constituents. 


If there are more members of Parliament doing that work on 
behalf of their constituents, and certainly that is the case on this side 
of the House. That is one thing that NDP MPs do very well, which is 
why we have grown from 19 to 29 to 36 to 103. We did that because 
we have been very strong and effective in advocating for our 
constituents. 


Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to thank the hon. member for graciously 
sharing his time with me. It is regrettable that we could not have 
heard more of his eloquence. 


It is my pleasure to rise to speak to this bill. Nobody. believes more 
in representation of constituents than I do. As well, nobody believes 
more strongly than I do that we have a responsibility in this House to 
ensure that we are actually representing the interests of all Canadians 
no matter what corner of the country they come from, no matter their 
diversity of background, and no matter their interests. 


I just want to be clear, on the record, that there have been 
falsehoods reported by some of the members on the other side, to the 
public and the media in the past, that I would oppose additional seats 
for Alberta if there was going to be a seat distribution based on 
population. I have never said such a thing and let us just make it 
clear in the House today that if the only decision is based on 
representation by population and if we do that in the true way we 
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should, based on a census, clearly my province of Alberta, and I am 
very proud to be a third generation Albertan, would have fair 
representation, and then there would be duly more seats for Alberta. 


Our party in this House has said time after time, on the basis of 
what we have heard from our constituents and what we have heard 
from Canadians across this country, that Canadians want a more 
democratic system of federal governance. What we see from the 
government is little pieces here and there, an elected Senate that 
frankly is not representative. Now it wants a changed seat 
distribution based on what? It has three formulas and we are not 
sure what on earth the government is basing that on. 


It is an important decision for our future. It is an important 
decision if we are going to incur further costs. Having heard from 
my constituents, I have to say very honestly that this has not been a 
priority issue in my riding. I do not think I have ever heard from a 
constituent demanding that we make the House of Commons larger. 
What they demand is that we better represent their interests in 
Ottawa and that we bring the federal government back to Alberta 
more often so we can actually hear from it directly. 


Yes, we need to ensure we have fair representation in this House 
of Commons, but what does that mean? We have heard from some of 
my colleagues and they have said that we need to balance off the 
representation by population with the representation by region, and 
the representation by other undertakings and agreements that we 
have made in this House, including to Quebec, to our territories and 
to the maritime provinces. 


I want to point out that if the Conservative side of the House truly 
believes that we need to make this move to provide fair 
representation to everybody in Canada, we need to recognize that 
23 of 28 ridings in Alberta voted, as their second choice, New 
Democrat. My riding voted for me as their choice and so it is also 
important to keep in mind that even in our first past the post system, 
there are many interests that are not represented unless all of us in the 
House bend over backwards to ensure that all those perspectives, all 
of those voters, are being heard in committee and in this House, and 
that we reach out to them and ensure we hear from everyone, not just 
the ones who happen to step up to the plate and vote for us. 


Should the decision for adding seats in this House simply be based 
on representation by population? We have heard many arguments 
stating that possibly that is not enough. If we look at the historical 
formula, it is not simply based on representation by population, it is 
also based on a certain percentage to Quebec, and to recognize, as 
the Prime Minister previously said, “Quebec as a nation within a 
unified Canada”. That was the decision made in consultation 
between the Prime Minister of the day and the leaders of all the 
provinces and territories. 


I agree with my colleagues who have spoken on this and asked, 
where is the consultation with the premiers? Where is the 
consultation with the leaders of first nation governments? The 
government always likes to stand up and say it is representing the 
best interests of first nations people. Should they not be heard 
directly through their leaders as well? 
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): The hon. member for 
Edmonton—Strathcona will have five minutes remaining when the 
House returns to this matter. 


Statements by members, the hon. member for Richmond— 
Arthabaska. 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 


[Translation] 


ROGER BÉLIVEAU 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, I wish to express my heartfelt congratulations to Roger 
Béliveau, of Warwick, on being inducted into Quebec's agricultural 
hall of fame. 


For 50 years, Mr. Béliveau has owned a dairy farm along with his 
wife, Rita Jolibois, and their sons. He has earned an excellent 
reputation within the Quebec farming community. Mr. Béliveau has 
been active on several boards of directors for nearly 40 years and has 
made a mark particularly within the Coop fédérée, Agropur, 
Warwick Salt and Olymel. He was president of the Coop des 
Bois-Francs for six years. 


As a mentor for members of the young farmers group, the 
Association des jeunes ruraux du Québec, he is also passing on his 
passion for agriculture to the next generation of farmers in our region 
and across Quebec. Mr. Béliveau has definitely earned this 
recognition. It is thanks to people like him that Quebec has become 
so renowned for agricultural excellence. Thank you, Mr. Béliveau, 
and keep up the good work. 


[English] 
URBAN ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Joyce Bateman (Winnipeg South Centre, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it is a privilege to rise in the House as the member for 
Winnipeg South Centre. Today it is my honour to recognize the 
dedication and generosity displayed by many of the families in my 
riding. 


Winnipeg is famous for the elm trees that line its streets and 
boulevards, but elm trees need to be protected from Dutch elm 
disease. 


A number of years ago families in my community started 
protecting those trees. These were concerned families, true leaders in 
community engagement. Now the youth of these families have taken 
over from their parents and these young people are learning valuable 
skills as entrepreneurs and philanthropists. 


On behalf of all of my constituents, I would like to thank and to 
honour these young men and women for all of their hard work. The 
future is indeed in very good hands. 


[Translation] 


FOOD BANKS 


Ms. Marjolaine Boutin-Sweet (Hochelaga, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
in my beautiful riding of Hochelaga, people working at food banks 
—Cuisine collective Hochelaga-Maisonneuve, Bouffe-Action de 
Rosemont, Chic Resto Pop, CAP St-Barnabé, Maisons Adrianna and 
Centre NAHA—devote themselves body and soul to helping feed 
their neighbours. There are also community gardens and fresh fruit 
and vegetable cupboards at HLM Boyce-Viau, HLM La Pépinière, 
Jardins Guybourg, Petit marché de l'Est and Marché solidaire 
Frontenac. 


Despite all the hard work, there is not enough healthy and 
affordable food, especially in winter. In poor neighbourhoods, food 
is less readily available, of poorer quality and more expensive. 
Convenience stores abound. There are four food deserts in 
Hochelaga. 


In a rich country like Canada, why is the health of so many adults, 
children and seniors compromised because they do not have access 
to healthy and affordable food while the owners of banks and big oil 
companies make billions of dollars in profit? Something is not right. 


**K* 
[English] 


UKRAINE 


Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
recent events in Ukraine have brought to light an unfortunate reality. 


With the arrest and conviction of former prime minister Yulia : 
Tymoshenko, we are witnessing an erosion of democracy and human 
rights in Ukraine. The court showed bias and was politically 
influenced. 


For the last number of years, the government of Ukraine has been 
waging a campaign to smother political dissent, freedom of speech 
and freedom of the press. The result has been the intimidation and 
imprisonment of academics, journalists and human rights advocates. 


Despite the abrasion of the rule of law in Ukraine, there is reason 
for optimism. 


This year, 35 members of Parliament were fortunate enough to 
host Ukrainian interns in the Canada-Ukraine parliamentary 
program. These bright young interns represent a vibrant, principled 
future for Ukraine. 


I had the privilege to speak with these future leaders, and they 
have demonstrated an unparalleled desire to learn and educate 
themselves about Canadian democracy and society. 


I have no doubt that they will return home and lead Ukraine to a 
brighter future. 


© (1405) 


FAMILY DOCTOR WEEK 


Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, on the 
occasion of Family Doctor Week in Canada, I want to acknowledge 
the critical role of family doctors in the health care of Canadians. 
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I would ask all members to join me in celebrating the College of 
Family Physicians of Canada's annual family medicine forum 
currently taking place in Montreal, as well as the Family Physicians 
of the Year for 2011, including Dr. Philip Hébert from Toronto. 


In June we lost the brilliant Dr. Barbara Starfield whose research 
proved that health care systems, where 50% of the physicians are 
family physicians, are the most cost-effective and provide the highest 
quality of care. 


It is unacceptable that many Canadians do not belong to a family 
practice. The federal government must take strong leadership as soon 
as possible to ensure that there are no more orphaned patients in 
Canada. 


wk *K* 


BURLINGTON TEEN TOUR BAND 


Mr. Mike Wallace (Burlington, CPC): Mr. Speaker, today, I 
stand to honour a very special group of young Canadians from 
Burlington, Ontario. 


The 180 person strong Burlington Teen Tour Band is known as 
“Canada's musical ambassadors” and is one of Canada's most 
decorated, awarded bands internationally. They have performed at 
the Rose Bowl, for the president of France, at the 50th anniversary 
liberation ceremony in Holland and on the beach for D-Day 
anniversaries with our veterans in Normandy. 


This fall, the Burlington Teen Tour Band will represent Canada at 
Pearl Harbour in Hawaii to commemorate the 70th anniversary of the 
attack. It will be the only non-American, non-military band to 
participate in this significant anniversary event. 


I, the citizens of Burlington and all Canadians are proud of these 
young people. 


On behalf of all members of Parliament, we. want to wish the 
Burlington Teen Tour Band a very safe trip and thank them for being 
great ambassadors for Canada. 


*** 


RICHARD HYNDMAN 


Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, Albertans are mourning the passing of Dr. Rick Hyndman, 
who brought great wisdom and civility to Canadian energy and 
environmental policy discourse. 


Rick contributed to climate change and air pollution policy at the 
Alberta Department of Energy, the Canadian Association of 
Petroleum Producers and the Canada School of Energy and 
Environment. He lectured on economics and business at the 
University of Alberta. 


I will greatly miss our friendly but opinioned debates on his back 
porch about the most effective means to reduce carbon emissions. 


In honour of his work, the friends of Dr. Rick Hyndman are 
establishing an entrance scholarship in energy, environment and 
public policy for the MBA program at the University of Alberta, 
School of Business. 


In Rick's own words: 
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Canada’s advantage over competing energy resource basins should be a high- 
quality policy framework. For this we need thoughtful, fact based, public policy. I 
hope these scholarships contribute to making Canada’s energy sector the positive 
force that I have always believed it could be by giving future business leaders and 
government officials the skills to contribute positively— 


The Speaker: I will have to stop the hon. member there. 


The hon. member for Brandon—Souris. 


X k *% 


GEORGE DOW 


Mr. Merv Tweed (Brandon—Souris, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honour and pay tribute to Dr. George Dow who passed 
away on August 18 of this year. 


Dr. Dow served as a physician in the town of Killarney and district 
for over 40 years, retiring in 1999. Most of his career was spent in a 
small community medical practice and, as such, he was always 
available to his patients all the time. 


Dr. Dow also served as the medical examiner for the region for 
many years. For his dedication and commitment to his community, 
he was named physician of the year in 1990 and awarded a life 
membership by the Manitoba Medical Association in 1999. 


Although Dr. Dow was very busy in his practice, he was also an 
active volunteer, giving his time to many organizations, including 
the building committee for the Tri-Lake Health Centre and the new 
Killarney United Church. Dr. Dow also served as a councillor, a 
mayor and school trustee, and, in July of this year, he received his 60 
year service award from the Masonic Lodge. 


George loved hunting, fishing, golfing, curling and reading, but, 
most of all, he loved his family. He is survived by his wife, Ruth, 
children Anne and Edward, and three grandchildren. 


KK * 


ROBERT WILSON WIGHT 


Mr. John Carmichael (Don Valley West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
today, I stand in this House to recognize a friend and World War IT 
hero, Robert Wilson Wight. 


Mr. Wight saw action following D-Day in northern Europe, 
including Holland, Belgium and Germany. During the war, he served 
as a platoon commander, a commanding officer in the demolition 
platoon and as an officer commanding A-Company. 


Bob left the Canadian army in 1953 as a major and wanted to be 
remembered as a “front-line infantry officer in WW II”. 


Bob and his late wife, Gertrude, were married for 65 years and 
were proud of their family, who are visiting Ottawa today. 


Bob passed away at the George Hees veterans residence at 
Sunnybrook Health Science Centre in my riding of Don Valley West, 
and it is no coincidence that he died on June 6, 2011, the 67th 
anniversary of D-Day. 


As we approach Remembrance Day next week, I ask all MPs to 
join with me in recognizing this great Canadian veteran. 
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[Translation] 


MILLENNIUM DEVELOPMENT GOALS 


Mr. Matthew Dubé (Chambly—Borduas, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
Charlotte Côté and Camille Desrochers-Laflamme, two individuals I 
greatly admire for their social involvement, came to my riding office 
to give me a petition asking the Government of Canada to fully 
participate in meeting the millennium development goals. 


These young students from École d'éducation internationale de 
McMasterville took the initiative to start this petition and collected 
no less than 450 signatures as part of the International Day for the 
Eradication of Poverty on October 17. 


By so doing, on this important day of social mobilization, they 
joined other students throughout Quebec in working to combat 
poverty and in drawing the attention of world leaders to the 
importance of achieving the millennium development goals. 


I would therefore like to recognize the social commitment 
demonstrated by the students at École d'éducation internationale de 
McMasterville and their efforts to eliminate poverty in Quebec, in 
Canada and throughout the world. 


KK + 
[English] 


CANADIAN FORCES 


Hon. Laurie Hawn (Edmonton Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
July 2011 marked the end of Canada's combat mission in 
Afghanistan. While the combat mission has come to an end, the 
Canadian Forces continue to play an active role in training their 
Afghan counterparts. 


The past 10 years have brought about many changes for 
Afghanistan. Afghanistan has held three elections, government 
agencies have been improved, its economy has gained momentum, 
girls are going to school and the Afghan security forces have been 
provided with invaluable training and mentoring. 


One hundred and fifty-nine Canadian Forces members have made 
the ultimate sacrifice to help Afghans obtain a taste of the freedoms 
that we hold so dear, tragically, joined recently by Master Corporal 
Byron Greff, of Edmonton's Princess Patricia's Canadian Light 
Infantry. 


In addition to Afghanistan, Canadian Forces are serving in 15 
overseas missions, including Libya, Haiti, and Sudan. 


At home, they save lives during search and rescue missions, 
provide assistance when natural disasters strike, and protect our 


nation's sovereignty on a daily basis. 


This Veterans' Week, let us remember the service and sacrifice of 
our Canadian Forces members and their families. 


“To live in the hearts of those we leave behind is not to die”. 
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[Translation] 


CANADIAN PARKS AND WILDERNESS SOCIETY 


Mr. François Choquette (Drummond, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society, or CPAWS, is Canada's 
voice for wilderness. Since it was created in 1963, it has played a 
crucial role in protecting over 45 million hectares of Canada's wild 
spaces—an area nearly seven times the size of Nova Scotia. Its 
vision is to protect at least half of Canada's public land and water— 
forever. 


More and more, we are all looking for ways to conserve nature for 
future generations. Conservation issues go beyond political lines. 
CPAWS is able to create a consensus that we can all get behind. 


I urge all my colleagues in the House to join me in congratulating 
the large number of CPAWS representatives who came to Parliament 
today. We encourage them to continue to protect our ecosystems. 
Congratulations, CPAWS. 


XX %X 
[English] 


IMMIGRATION 


Ms. Michelle Rempel (Calgary Centre-North, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, there have been 10,000 permanent residents admitted 
through the Canadian experience class, which our government 
introduced in 2008 to attract and train international students and 
skilled foreign workers. 


Our Conservative government also announced that it would accept 
up to 1,000 PhD students per year as permanent residents through 
the federal skilled worker program. 


These announcements were praised by the Association of 
Universities and Colleges of Canada, as well as the Association of 
Canadian Community Colleges. Even our NDP immigration critic 
has praised these announcements. 


The Conservative government's number one priority remains the 
economy, and we will continue our efforts to retain the best and 
brightest talent in the world to ensure Canada remains competitive in 
the global economy. 


These initiatives represent what we hope is part of the future of 
immigration to Canada: bright, young people who have a Canadian 
education or work experience. Such newcomers are set for success. 


CCR ey 
@ (1415) 


HEROISM 


Hon. Hedy Fry (Vancouver Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in times 
of crisis, ordinary people can become super-heroes,performing feats 
of extraordinary valour. 


Last Thursday was one such day in Richmond, B.C. when 
Thunderbird Air flight 204 crashed with seven passengers on Russ 
Baker highway during an emergency approach to Vancouver 
International Airport. 


November 3, 2011 


Without thought for personal safety, people leapt out of their cars 
and off their bikes to pull the seven passengers out of the burning 
plane, stopping only when the heat and flames made their work 
impossible. Their unselfish and prompt response saved the lives of 
every passenger on board. Unfortunately, the veteran pilot perished 
and the co-pilot suffered 80% burns and is in critical condition. 


Stories like this cut through the cynicism that afflicts our daily 
lives and reaffirms our faith in the humanity and kindness of 
strangers. I would ask the House to rise with me and salute the 
Richmond heroes. 


**K* 


NEW DEMOCRATIC PARTY OF CANADA 


Mr. Patrick Brown (Barrie, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as a member of 
the non-partisan review committee, the NDP House leader infuriated 
his colleague from Acadie—Bathurst when he signed off on the 
nomination of Supreme Court Justice Moldaver, and yet, when a 
parliamentary committee met to question Justice Moldaver on 
October 19, the NDP House leader quickly changed his tune. He 
attacked Justice Moldaver after he committed to learning to speak 
French, claiming he had heard the same commitment from Justice 
Rothstein in 2006. 


When confronted on those facts, he could not prove them and the 
NDP House leader recanted and alleged that it may or may not have 
come from confidential interviews in which he was involved. 


Beside the fact that he cannot prove what he alleges, the NDP 
House leader is also attempting to reveal moments of confidential 
interviews that he had agreed not to divulge. This is yet another 
worrying example that the disunited NDP is not fit to govern. 


kK * 
[Translation] 


MINISTER OF PUBLIC SAFETY 


Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
the Minister of Public Safety launched an attack on defence lawyers. 
John Diefenbaker was a defence lawyer and successfully defended 
18 people who were facing the death penalty. But according to the 
minister, he should have been ashamed of choosing to make a career 
of defending criminals. The member for Kitchener Centre is also a 
defence lawyer. Justice Moldaver, whom the Conservatives recently 
appointed to the Supreme Court, was also a defence lawyer. 
According to the minister, those two people are guilty of choosing a 
shameful profession. 


[English] 


After the 1999 Manitoba election, the Minister of Public Safety 
was charged with breaking election laws and he hired a defence 
lawyer to plea bargain for him. Was he at least grateful then for 
lawyers who choose to defend criminals? 


The minister brought shame on himself, his government and the 
House with his ridiculous remarks attacking our country's defence 
lawyers. He should stand and apologize. 
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Oral Questions 
FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Mr. Greg Rickford (Kenora, CPC): Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday, 
156 members stood in their place and voted to end the wasteful and 
ineffective long gun registry. We were doing what we told our 
constituents we would do. 


At first, we wondered why members, like those for Western Arctic 
and the NDP leadership contender for Skeena—Bulkley Valley, did 
not join us. Now we know why. The NDP members and party 
insiders told the media that two of the members who voted to end the 
wasteful and ineffective long gun registry have been severely 
punished by the NDP. When the NDP boasts about silencing its 
members, it is no wonder it is so worried about floor crossing. 


Luckily for the constituents of the silent northwestern Ontario 
MPs, Conservatives like myself will be their voice for our beautiful 
region. When the opposition chooses their big union bosses over the 
people who sent them here or even their own MPs, it is further proof 
that they are not and could never be fit to govern. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
© (1420) 
[English] 
PUBLIC SAFETY 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday the Minister of Public Safety launched a full frontal attack 
on defence lawyers in this country. The irony is that the 
government's misguided prison agenda will see provinces shelling 
out for more prisons, for more already overworked prosecutors, and 
yes, for more defence lawyers. The only thing we will not see is 
more police officers on the street to prevent crimes. 


When will the government stop saddling the provinces with these 
costs and actually deal with them to make sure that we prevent 
crimes before they ever happen? 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the question is when is the 
hon. member and his party going to start listening to the NDP 
government in Manitoba that supports these measures to keep 
Canadians safe? 


The member talks about a full frontal attack. It is that member 
who yesterday launched a full frontal attack on the integrity and 
credibility of a member of the Supreme Court of Canada, fabricating 
commitments at a confidential hearing which were never made. That 
member has been repudiated by Mr. Justice Rothstein. Will he stand 
in his place, apologize and retract his irresponsible remarks? 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order, order. The hon. member for Windsor— 
Tecumseh. 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): I will just 
ignore that, Mr. Speaker. 
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[Translation] 


The Conservatives' imprisonment plan is the wrong approach. It 
ignores the concerns of local stakeholders who, for decades, have 
been fighting crime, working to rehabilitate young people and 
keeping our communities safe. The Government of Quebec was very 
clear: if Ottawa passes this bill, it should not count on Quebec to pay 
the bill. 


When will the Conservatives finally work with Quebec to combat 
crime? 

Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the NDP will continue to 
ignore the victims of crime. 


For example, the New Brunswick Attorney General said that her 
government supports, without hesitation, the efforts to strengthen 
these legislative provisions in order to protect victims of crime, 
protect our children and give victims a voice. 


However, the hon. member cannot ignore his attack on the 
credibility of a member of the Supreme Court of Canada. Will the 
hon. member apologize and retract his irresponsible remarks with 
regard to the integrity of Mr. Justice Rothstein? 


[English| 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
will continue to ignore that. 


It is not just the province of Quebec that is opposed to these costs. 


[Translation] 


Ontario, British Columbia, Manitoba, Newfoundland and Prince 
Edward Island have also made it clear that they oppose the 
government's expectation that they will bear the costs related to this 
program. In all, that is over 75% of the country's population. 


Why is this government ignoring the opinions of these provinces? 
What does the government plan to do if the provinces simply refuse 
to pay the bill? 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this government will 
continue to act in the interest of crime victims and Canadians, just 
as it is acting in the interest of the 77% of Quebeckers who said that 
they were in favour of tougher sentences for criminals. 


However, for the third time, I will give the hon. member the 
opportunity to retract his irresponsible remarks that attack the 
integrity of a member of the Supreme Court. We must respond to this 
member's false statements. 


When will he apologize for attacking the integrity and credibility 
of a justice of the Supreme Court? 


[English] 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, after 
hearing yesterday's scandalous personal attack on my New 
Democratic colleague by the Minister of Public Safety, I would 
hate to hear what names he is calling the five premiers of the 
provinces who are saying no to this bill. These provinces know how 
to keep communities safe. 


Newfoundland and Labrador's justice minister said he has never 
seen a study favouring more jail time as a way to improve public 
safety. 


Why will the out of touch government not support the provinces' 
efforts to invest in crime prevention and more police officers? Why 
is it burdening them with billions more in costs for a failed 
approach? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
today we heard from the mayor of Winnipeg who indicated that 
naysayers of Bill C-10 are sitting idly by while more innocent people 
are being murdered. He said that the rights of citizens need to trump 
the rights of criminals in our country. 


I want to repeat the challenge of the Minister of Citizenship, 
Immigration and Multiculturalism to the member across the way 
who slighted the reputation of a Supreme Court of Canada judge 
when he breached a written confidential undertaking that he made to 
the people of Canada. Will he apologize? 


@ (1425) 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
provinces are not buying what the minister says about costs. 
Newfoundland and Labrador's justice minister said that past social 
transfers are not sufficient to cover the costs of these megaprisons. 
Premier Ghiz in P.E.I. said that if the federal government wants to 
increase costs for the provinces, it should pay the bill. 


Provinces are refusing to write a blank cheque for the 
government's prisons agenda. Will the government help the 
provinces pay for crime prevention, or will it bully them into 
paying for a plan that has been a proven failure elsewhere? 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, let us be clear with 
respect to the NDP. Even spending a dollar on fighting crime would 
be too much for the members of the NDP. 


That being said, with respect to the provinces, I see the province 
of Manitoba, through its attorney general, said, “Because we called 
for many of the things that are in there”, he is talking about the bill, 
“we're hoping that the law gets passed and we can get on with it". 
Marie-Claude Blais, the attorney general of New Brunswick, said, 
“This bill will help to better protect our children”. 


Why will the New Democrats not get with it and start helping us 
to fight crime in this country for a change? When are they going to 
sen 


The Speaker: The hon. member for Toronto Centre. 


kk% 
[Translation] 


AUDITOR GENERAL 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, there is a 
serious flaw in the process that was used to appoint the Auditor 
General. The government announced that the position was a 
bilingual one and that official bilingualism was an essential 
qualification for the position. The Canada Gazette used the phrase 
“proficiency in both official languages”. 
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Why does the government keep insisting that there are no 
problems with the basic process used in this appointment? 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the process encouraged 
bilingual Canadians to apply and all candidates were considered. It 
was determined that the person selected had the best skills of all the 
candidates. And that is why Sheila Fraser, the former Auditor 
General, said, “He will be a very good auditor general. He is very 
capable, a very nice person and I think once parliamentarians get to 
know him, they will appreciate him.” 


[English] 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is not 
about the agreeability of the person in question; that really is not the 
issue. The issue is that the government set out in a written 
announcement with respect to the posting of a public position, an 
officer of Parliament, that the position required official bilingualism. 
It required a capacity in our two official languages in order to be able 
to hold the job. That was set out as a fundamental characteristic of 
the post. 


The Conservatives then changed the rules at the end of the game. 
Since when is it fair or reasonable to do that? It is not. It is 
whimsical, arbitrary, capricious, and it is wrong. It is illegitimate, 
and the government should know it. 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is unfortunate to see the 
leader of the third party attacking an officer of Parliament who has 
been a faithful public servant, whose candidacy has been supported 
even by Mr. Victor Boudreau, the interim leader of the Liberal Party 
of New Brunswick. 


I would remind the leader of the Liberal Party that when he was 
here as a member of Parliament for the NDP, Pierre Trudeau 
appointed Ken Dye as one of our greatest auditors general in modern 
Canadian history. Mr. Dye was a unilingual Canadian. 


We do not believe that Canadians who do not have perfect fluency 
in both languages should be excluded from serving their country. 


[Translation] 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I still see a 
problem here. First, when the minister clearly states that I have 
attacked someone, he should know—and I am looking straight at 
him—that he is not telling the truth. We are not opposed to the 
individual in question. We are opposed to the government's position 
and how it made this choice. It broke its own rules with this process. 
The minister should see that there is a problem here. It creates a 
problem for the entire Canadian public service when the government 
changes the rules like that. That is the problem. 


© (1430) 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, if there is a problem here, it 
is the credibility of the leader of the Liberal Party. Professor Donald 
Savoie at the Université de Moncton said, and I quote, “What 
surprises me is that the leaders of the opposition parties immediately 
cried foul. If they had concerns, they should have voiced them when 
they were given the opportunity.” 


Oral Questions 


All the Liberal members have refused to vote against 
Mr. Ferguson's appointment. We believe in equal opportunity and 
we do not want to exclude Canadians who are not perfectly— 


The Speaker: Order. The hon. member for. Burnaby—New 
Westminster. 


**k* 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, Europe has been rocked by the threat of an economic 
disaster that could have significant repercussions in countries 
everywhere, including Canada. Canadians are afraid of losing their 
jobs, a record number of families are turning to food banks and there 
are record levels of inequality. Almost two million people are 
unemployed, but there is no real plan to create jobs that will sustain 
the economy. 


My question is simple: when will this government finally take 
action to help these Canadian families? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as we have said over and over, we 
have a plan. The NDP voted against our plan. This plan will help the 
economy and our Canadian families. I am referring to phase two of 
Canada's economic action plan. I wonder why the NDP is refusing to 
vote with us to create jobs. We have created 650,000 jobs since July 
2009. 


[English| 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, what is clear is that slow growth means fewer jobs for 
Canadians. Yesterday, the Parliamentary Budget Officer said we 
should expect another 100,000 Canadians to lose their jobs next 
year. The Governor of the Bank of Canada said that the economy is 
slowing. These are individuals with more credibility than the 
government has. 


The Conservatives are clearly taking Canada down the wrong 
track. When will the government admit it does not have a plan, adopt 
the sound economic suggestions of this side of the House, through 
the NDP, and act now to protect family-supporting jobs to avoid 
100,000 more unemployed people? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I was at that meeting yesterday. I 
heard very clearly what the PBO had to say. I heard very clearly the 
other day what the Governor of the Bank of Canada had to say. It 
was very clear that the PBO said that he makes mistakes. Why did he 
say that? There was a report in The Globe and Mail recently which 
said very clearly that the PBO is less accurate many times over the 
government estimates, which are private sector, independent 
economists! estimates. The government is 9 times out of 15 more 
accurate. 


We are going to stick with our low-tax agenda. We are going to 
help families. Whether or not those members vote for it, we are 
going to do the right thing. 


2920 


COMMONS DEBATES 


November 3, 2011 


Oral Questions 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, let us talk about mistakes. From May 2008 to today, the 
Conservatives have created barely 250,000 jobs in this country. It 1s 
not the numbers they advance, not the bogus mistakes that they put 
forward. 


Before the Conservatives start to celebrate, the reality is that over 
the same period of time, the labour market grew by 450,000 jobs. 
This means they are 200,000 jobs short from treading water, from 
standing still. That is very unfortunate for Canadian families. 


Given that their numbers are bogus, given that they are going to 
lose another 100,000 jobs if they do not act, why do the 
Conservatives not get to work now so that Canadians can get back 
to work? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, what we have to resist is that $10 
billion tax hike the NDP has proposed that would kill jobs, that 
would negatively impact Canadian families. Let us not forget that the 
IMF and the OECD have been very clear that this is and will be the 
country in the next five years in the world to do business. 


We are going to continue with the plan we have because that is 
giving us the advantage in the world. That is going to help Canadian 
families. We are not going to succumb to the punishment of the NDP 
on our Canadian families by voting for higher taxes and killing jobs. 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
families are finding it harder to get ahead. Household debt is the 
highest it has ever been. The average Canadian family owes $1.49 
for every dollar it earns. 


The Conservatives have no plan. When will we see measures from 
the government that will help struggling Canadian families? 
@ (1435) 

Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 


of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we clearly are concerned about : 


Canadians overextending themselves. However, I have to ask 
myself, and I ask the NDP to respond to this eventually, why is 
that when we put as a priority of our government things like the 
financial literacy plan where we are setting up a financial literacy 
leader in the government to improve that situation, when we 
introduce credit card reforms, when we strengthen mortgage rules to 
protect Canadians who are buying a home and when we cut taxes 
and create things like the TFSA, which is an incredible advantage to 
Canadians, the NDP always votes against them? 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
truth is we voted against billions in corporate tax cuts. We voted 
against the inaction of the government. 


[Translation] 
Household debt has reached record levels and families continue to 


pay the price. 


The problem is that instead of helping households make ends 
meet, the Conservative government continues to give large tax cuts 
to big business, which does not really create jobs. If that is their plan, 
it just does not work. 


When will this government finally help families crushed by debt? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned earlier, our 
government's priority is primarily to meet the needs of our Canadian 
families. For that reason, we are anxiously watching current world 
events. We are hearing more and more that events affecting Europe. 
and the United States may affect us also. 


That is why we must continue with our plan to freeze taxes for 
families and maintain jobs. To that end, we must follow our plan to 
help employers create jobs for Canadian families. 


**K* 


G8 SUMMIT 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, before the committee yesterday, the President of the 
Treasury Board tried in vain to put out the fire that is raging 
regarding the G8 scandal. 


The problem, however, is that his statements raised more 
questions than they answered. The hon. member for Parry Sound 
—Muskoka told us, for example, that without any intervention on 
his part, the 242 projects initially presented were somehow whittled 
down to 32, as if by magic. There is no paper trail of any kind on 
that. 


Can the President of the Treasury Board finally explain to us what 
criteria he used to choose those 32 projects? 


[English| 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday two ministers and three deputy ministers spent 
two hours before committee and answered all the questions of the 
members of the committee. 


“The Auditor General has confirmed that all the money went to 
public infrastructure projects, and every penny is accounted for. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, we learned yesterday why the President of the Treasury 
Board is never the one to answer in this House. 


Let us review the facts. The President of the Treasury Board 
signed contribution agreements; he even created a nice homemade 
form. He met with local officials and helped select the projects. His 
constituency office even intervened to make sure those projects got 
money. 


Does anyone still really believe that the President of the Treasury 
Board was not involved in this scandal? 


[English] 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, what the President of the Treasury Board did, what I did 
and what three deputy ministers did yesterday was respond to every 
question the members of Parliament on the public accounts 
committee had. The member opposite had the opportunity to ask 
those questions. 
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This has been thoroughly looked at. The Auditor General looked 
at it and came forward with some helpful observations. We fully 
accept that advice. 

Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the problem is that yesterday the Muskoka minister presented a 
defence based on the claim that 242 pet projects magically became 
32 pork projects, without any paper trail and’ without any 
involvement by him whatsoever. 


However, on April 20, 2009, the town of Gravenhurst stated that it 
was told by the Muskoka minister to "remove the centennial project 
from the G8 fund and he would find the money elsewhere". 


The committee asked him a direct question. Why did he not 
disclose his direct involvement in the selection of that project? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the Auditor General spent considerable time looking at the 
issue. She came forward with a report. She made some very good 
recommendations to government on how we could be more open and 
more transparent to Parliament. We have completely accepted that 
advice. 


Yesterday there were two hours' worth of hearings on the issue 
where every question was answered. 
© (1440) 

Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the Auditor General said the rules were broken and the rules were 
broken by him. Therefore, if the government accepted the Auditor 
General's advice, he would be bounced out of his seat. That is a 
simple fact because the documents show he directly intervened and 
he told the committee otherwise. Either he has misled committee or 
he has a really bad memory. 


Either way, what is that man doing in charge of $250 billion of 
taxpayer money? 

Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the Auditor General has looked into the issue. The public 
accounts committee has spent a good amount of time examining the 
issue. 


Yesterday two ministers and three deputy ministers responded to 
every question that the committee had, and all the questions have 
been answered. 


Hon. Scott Brison (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs admitted that he always knew that the 
$50 million he asked Parliament to approve for the border 
infrastructure fund would actually go to projects in Muskoka 
instead. The minister admitted that he topped up the fund by 166% in 
order to hide his Muskoka gravy train from both Parliament and the 
Auditor General. 


The minister makes jokes about this, but breaking the rules and 
wasting tax dollars is no laughing matter. Will the minister take this 
opportunity to apologize to Canadian taxpayers for this abuse of 
power? 

Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I spoke to this issue when the Auditor General released her 
report. I spoke to this issue at great length at committee. I certainly 
would commend Hansard from that committee to the member 
opposite. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. Massimo Pacetti (Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel, Lib.): 
Mr. Speaker, yesterday the Minister of Foreign Affairs confirmed 
that $50 million that had been earmarked to improve border 
infrastructure was used to finance projects proposed by friends of the 
member for Parry Sound—Muskoka. Furthermore, he told us it was 
simply a matter of a small adjustment, when in fact, he increased the 
funding by 166%. This scheme was meant to distract parliamentar- 
ians and the Auditor General. 


Why does the Prime Minister not reprimand his ministers for this 
flagrant abuse of their fiscal authority? 


[English] 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it will not come as any surprise to my colleague opposite 
that I reject much of the premise of the question he just asked. 
Yesterday we fully laid out, as we have in the past, the facts 
involving the Auditor General's report and answered every question 
members at committee had. 


*** 


CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION 


Mr. Scott Andrews (Avalon, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, when the 
member for Peterborough is not busy pretending to be the Pope, he 
tries to instead impersonate a federal court judge. 


He and other Conservative members of the access committee are 
trying to seize documents concerning the CBC's business dealings, 
even though these very documents are before the courts as we speak. 


Will the Minister of Justice explain our Constitution to the 
member and how it mandates a strict separation between the courts 
and Parliament, or is he a part of this abuse of power as well? 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join with 
my Conservative colleagues, but disappointingly not opposition 
colleagues, in commending the member for Peterborough for 
demanding accountability at the CBC. This is something that our 
government said that we would do. 


The truth is the CBC receives a lot of money, and our government 
has been clear. If it is to receive that money, then it needs to be 
accountable for it. That is what the committee is investigating and 
that is what the member for Peterborough is standing up for. 


ik ttt 


[Translation] 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday we learned that Industry Canada delayed the F-35 
project for over a year because it was not happy with Lockheed 
Martin's work. This government is arguing with its own experts. 
Another day, another problem with the F-35 project. The costs of this 
program are astronomical and our pilots' safety is at risk. 


Will the Minister of National Defence finally recognize that the 
F-35 program is simply a disaster? 
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[English] 
Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 


CPC): Mr. Speaker, our participation in the joint strike fighter 
program continues to be a success. 


The end result of this complex process is successfully ensuring 
that Canadian industry benefits from the enormous opportunities 
provided by this program. It is ensuring our Canadian Forces have 
the best aircraft they need to protect our sovereignty by land, sea and 
air now and well into the future. 


Though we are still in the early stages, Canadian companies have 
already secured $370 million in contracts, supporting industries that 
employ 80,000 Canadians. 


@ (1445) 


[Translation] 

Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, if the government truly believed in economic spinoffs, it 
would require equivalent economic investments throughout the 
country, which it has not done. The government's F-35s are not safe 
and are not adapted to the realities of Canada's north. The costs are 
soaring without any guarantee of economic spinoffs. 


When will the government do its homework, face the facts and opt 
for an open and transparent bidding process that works for Canada? 
[English] 

Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the question from the hon. member, 
which provides yet another opportunity to highlight the fact that the 
F-35 provides the Canadian Forces with the best replacement for the 
aging CF-18 aircraft and provides an excellent advantage in 
defending Canadian sovereignty. 


The F-35 program is progressing well and on track. 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, as the son of an RCAF veteran of the Second World 
War, I can assure the House and all Canadians that neither that 
minister, nor that minister and nor the government have a monopoly 
on support for our troops. 


We will keep challenging reckless behaviour of the government 
on the F-35 file precisely because it fails to support our troops, 
because of years of delay, because it cannot handle the Arctic and it 
has a poor safety record and because that out-of-touch minister 
would rather blow billions on planes that do not fly than admit he is 
wrong— 


The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. Associate Minister of 
National Defence. 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the reality is much of the work that has gone 
into developing what is state-of-the-art fifth generation aircraft that 
will look after our needs well into the future has come directly from 
the airmen, the people who fly the aircraft and the technicians with 
whom I have spoken who know first-hand. They say that this is the 
best aircraft at this time and well into the future for Canadian needs, 
Canadian workers and Canadian industry. 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, that is a remarkably surprising answer. Yesterday we 
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learned that the government attacked its own officials over its 
botched F-35 deal. Government experts were so concerned over the 
contract with Lockheed Martin that they blocked the deal for a year, 
but Conservatives refused to listen. 


Enough is enough. This dispute hurt the Canadian aerospace 
industry. Just how far is the minister planning to go to save face? 
When will he finally admit he is wrong and put the contract out to 
tender? 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, unlike the opposition's renewed interest in the 
Canadian military, Canada's first defence strategy represents a 
tangible commitment to provide our military men and women the 
resources they need, including the F-35, resources that will ensure 
mission success, personal safety and jobs for Canadians. 


XX * 


FISHERIES AND OCEANS 


Mrs. Tilly O'Neill Gordon (Miramichi, CPC): Mr. Speaker, just 
yesterday there were reports calling for the government to 
compromise on Canadian rights by backing down from our 
legitimate WTO challenge that seeks trade fairness for fishermen? 


Could the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Fisheries and 
Oceans and for the Asia-Pacific Gateway advise the House whether 
the Conservative Party really is the only party in the House willing to 
stand up for our international trade rights and the rights of fishermen 
to choose their own livelihood? 


Mr. Randy Kamp (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Fisheries and Oceans and for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, it really is disappointing that the only Liberal 
spokesperson we have heard from recently is a Toronto senator 
who opposes the seal hunt. 


We are a little worried about the NDP members as well, because 
their self-appointed Newfoundland fisheries critic claimed that the 
seal hunt is doomed and has said that we would be better off if 
commercial hunters retreated. 


In the face of this affront to our fishermen and sealers, we stand 
emboldened in our resolve to defend Canada's international trade 
rights. 


wk ** 


PUBLIC SAFETY 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu (Surrey North, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
according to the annual Corrections report, under the government's 
watch, things are getting worse in Canadian prisons. Our prisons are 
more crowded than ever. Offenders with mental health problems are 
simply put in solitary confinement with no access to treatment 
programs. 


Conservative mismanagement is putting Corrections staff at risk 
and leading to more violence in our prisons. 
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When will the government stop with these photo ops and actually 
address these serious public safety concerns? 


© (1450) 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
Canadians gave our government a strong mandate to keep our streets 
and communities safe. Part of that means assuring that offenders are 
rehabilitated when in prison. That is why we have made historic 
investments, improving mental health in the correctional system. 


In fact, | am proud to note that the International Corrections and 
Prison Association recognize this work with its leadership award for 
Canadian Corrections. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Sylvain Chicoine (Châteauguay—Saint-Constant, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, all we hear from this government is rhetoric, with no 
regard for the facts. Here are the facts: access to rehabilitation 
programs is key to helping ex-convicts reintegrate into society. Yet 
these programs represent only 1.8% of the total budget of 
Correctional Service Canada. 


Why does this government refuse to make public safety a priority 
by ensuring that prisoners have access to rehabilitation programs? 


[English] 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
I would invite the member to receive a briefing from Correctional 
Service Canada to indicate the steps that we have been taking, 
concrete steps on the issue of mental health in prisons. Both access 
to treatment services for inmates and access to training for staff have 
been vastly improved under this government. 


I must point out that these increased resources are a result of the 
strong leadership of our Minister of Finance and our Conservative 
government. 


[Translation] 


VETERANS 


Ms. Annick Papillon (Québec, NDP): Mr. Speaker, in less than 
48 hours, Pascal Lacoste will begin his hunger strike in the hope of 
receiving treatment. Despite the government's refusal to recognize 
that he was poisoned, Canadian Veterans Advocacy has said that it is 
plausible that a number of Canadian soldiers were poisoned after 
being exposed to depleted uranium. Time is running out. Instead of 
passing the buck to his officials, the minister needs to act now. 


Will the minister finally tell us what the government intends to do 
to help this soldier? 


Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as I told the member for Québec, our veterans and military 
personnel go through very difficult experiences when they are 
deployed. 


As Minister of Veterans Affairs, it is my duty to do everything in 
my power to ensure that our veterans have access to all the services 
and programs they deserve. And this must be based on the latest 
scientific data. 
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I urge veterans to avoid putting their health in danger and to 
accept help from our professionals so that we can continue to 
provide the services and programs our veterans deserve. 


[English] 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, in February 2000 the current member for Edmonton East 
said in a motion that he presented to the House that the government 
should take a leading role in banning depleted uranium from the 
world's militaries because of its harmful effect on veterans and our 
environment. 


If the current member for Edmonton East, a Conservative member 
of Parliament, knows that, then why does the government not know 
it? As the Minister of Veterans Affairs knows all too well, he alone 
can apply the benefit of the doubt to help people like Pascal Lacoste 
and many other veterans who are suffering the effects of depleted 
uranium. 


Will the minister do that now, before November 11? 


Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I can assure the member that we are implementing the 
newest and most recent scientific evidence. I praise the member for 
Edmonton East for raising those important issues and for raising 
$200,000 for the returning veterans who took part in the campaign in 
Italy. 


I invite every veteran who is putting his or her life at risk in such a 
case to get in touch with our skilled professionals, who will ensure 
they get all the programs and benefits to which they are entitled and 
which they fully deserve. We will stand by our— 


The Speaker: Order, please. 


The hon. member for Wascana. 


TAXATION 


Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, with the 
world economy in turmoil, it is no time for complacency. Standards 
of living are flat, disposable incomes are stagnant, household debt is 
high and the gulf between the very wealthy and everyone else is 
widening. 


To make Canadians less vulnerable and to encourage growth, will 
the government forgo its $1.2 billion EI payroll tax increase, allow 
10 million low-income Canadians to access tax credits now reserved 
for only the better off and help seniors whose RSPs have been 
devastated in the stock market? Will the government do those three 
sensible things? 
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Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to acknowledge that we are 
cautiously optimistic with the news coming out of Europe. However, 
it is interesting to find the Liberal Party standing up and talking 
about tax credits and helping people like our seniors and our most 
vulnerable. When we talk about our volunteer firefighters tax credit, 
I remember firefighters begging the Liberal Party, when it was in 
government, to do something, and it did absolutely nothing, so I will 
take no lessons from the Liberals on how to improve a credit they 
denied them for years. 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
here is a lesson: it is to stop raising taxes and killing jobs. On the 
government's watch— 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order, please. The member for Vancouver Quadra 
has the floor. We will hear the question. 


The hon. member for Vancouver Quadra. 


Ms. Joyce Murray: Mr. Speaker, on the government's watch, job 
creation is declining quarter after quarter. According to leading 
economists, the few jobs being created are almost all low-paying, 
part-time, or temporary. In fact, today Canada still has over half a 
million fewer full-time jobs compared to August 2008. 


Given this sad situation, why is the government hurting private 
sector job creation with a whopping EI payroll tax increase, an 
almost $2 billion burden in the last two years? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I found it interesting when the 
member mentioned raising taxes. Was it not the Liberal Party, in its 
platform, that wanted to put a carbon tax on everyone—all 
Canadians, vulnerable or not? 


That said, let us give the facts and the accurate statistics. Statistics 
Canada's facts are clear: 650,000 net new jobs have been created 
since July 2009, 90% of those have been full-time jobs, and 80% of 
them are in the private sector. This is a wonderful story, and we are 
going to tell it again and again. 


XX *%X 
[Translation] 


AUDITOR GENERAL 


Ms. Élaine Michaud (Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, this morning, by approving the appointment of a unilingual 
auditor general, the Conservatives once again showed their contempt 
for bilingualism. They ignored all the concerns raised by the NDP 
and francophones across the country. Although the government 
claims that Mr. Ferguson was the most qualified candidate, he does 
not speak French. How will he be able to do his job? 


Will the Auditor General conduct investigations only in English 
and ignore all the French documentation? 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as we have already said, the 
government looked for bilingual candidates. I said that yesterday. 
Upon completion of a very rigorous process, the most qualified 


candidate was chosen. Mr. Ferguson told a House committee and the 
Senate that it is important to learn French, that he wants to learn 
French and that he is going to learn French. 


Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
government is still hiding things from us. We do not yet know 
whether the candidate was asked any questions in French during the 
interview. Yet, the job posting in the Canada Gazette clearly 
indicated that the candidate had to be bilingual—that proficiency in 
both official languages was essential. 


Why is the government still trying to suggest that the appointment 
was based on merit and that the candidate selected was the most 
qualified? The candidate does not even meet one of the hiring 
criteria. Is this what bilingualism means to the Conservatives? 


[English] 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I absolutely reject the 
premise of that question. The person who chose to be considered for 
this position is absolutely the most qualified. This individual was 
given a battery of questions and tests. Sheila Fraser, the former 
auditor general, has endorsed his candidacy. Others who have been 
involved with him in the New Brunswick legislature have endorsed 
him, including the opposition Liberal leader. 


He is the best candidate, and we stand by this appointment. 


HART 
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FEDNOR 


Mr. Bryan Hayes (Sault Ste. Marie, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
Government of Canada proudly announced new funding for the 
cyclotron medical research facility in Thunder Bay. This $4 million 
investment will go towards creating long-term jobs in that great city 
and will help to bring private sector investment to a growing high- 
tech industry in northern Ontario. 


Can the minister responsible for FedNor please rise and give an 
update to members on this important investment? 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank the Conservative 
member for that question. The member for Sault Ste. Marie is doing 
some excellent work in his riding. 


Indeed, the government did make that important investment in the 
last budget. Unfortunately, the member for Thunder Bay—Superior 
North and his party voted against that worthwhile project twice. 


Of course, we will not be hearing from the member for Thunder 
Bay—Superior North here in this House, thanks to the heavy- 
handedness of the NDP in disciplining that member. Members heard 
it here first. However, his constituents can count on us to represent 
them. We will do the right thing. 
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VETERANS 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Remem- 
brance Day approaches. The Conservatives are commemorating this 
occasion by cutting more than $200 million in funding to Veterans 
Affairs and axing more than 500 jobs. They suggest that the cuts will 
be absorbed through attrition, which is false, and by calculating the 
mortality rate of veterans, which is offensive. The ombudsman says 
that new vets are outpacing the death rate of older vets. 


No one believes the minister except the echo chamber around him. 
When will Conservatives stop their assault on veterans and exempt 
the department from cuts? 


[Translation] 


Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the hon. member is out in left field—a potato field, I 
suppose—because the echo that is reverberating from one end of the 
country to the other indicates that our government has made a variety 
of improvements over the past six years: it introduced the new 
veterans charter, set up the Office of the Veterans Ombudsman and 
resolved the agent orange issue. Never have we invested so much in 
our veterans and we will continue to do so because we love our 
veterans and we believe in them. 


ee eee 
[English] 


FISHERIES AND OCEANS 


Mr. Fin Donnelly (New Westminster —Coquitlam, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans' response to the 
potential discovery of infectious salmon anemia has been slow and 
inadequate. 


There is a potential catastrophe unfolding on the Pacific coast, and 
the government is still weeks away from having confirmation from 
the CFIA. The Department of Fisheries and Oceans has a mandate to 
protect wild salmon. In all other jurisdictions where ISA has been 
found, it has had devastating consequences. 


When will the minister finally take action and test these salmon? 


Mr. Randy Kamp (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Fisheries and Oceans and for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I can assure my colleague that we are taking this issue 
very seriously because our government places a high priority on the 
good health and management of our fish stocks. 


That is why in recent years we tested over 5,000 wild and farmed 
B.C. salmon. There was not a single case of confirmed ISA in B.C. 


At this time, the reported findings to which the member refers are 
not conclusive. Federal officials are conducting tests in our certified 
ISA lab to verify these claims. 


Instead of using unsubstantiated claims to undermine an important 
Canadian industry, I encourage this member to wait for the test 
results. 
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POLITICAL DONATIONS 


Mr. Jay Aspin (Nipissing—Timiskaming, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
Canadians deserve politics in which special interests do not have 
special access to political parties. 


We already know that the NDP received at least $85,000 from big 
labour unions for its recent convention in Vancouver. Added to that, 
the secretive NDP Federal Council met behind closed doors to set 
the rules for the NDP leadership race. 


Can the Minister of State (Democratic Reform) please update the 
House on the status of removing big money influence over political 
parties? 

Hon. Tim Uppal (Minister of State (Democratic Reform), 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for his hard work in 
this regard. 


Every day Canadians are expected to pay back loans under strict 
conditions, and we should expect the same from politicians. 


Our government has committed to removing big money influence 
over our political parties. That is why we reintroduced the political 
loans accountability act. The act will reduce undue influence of big 
money, including big unions, in the political process. 


We encourage the NDP, its national council and its leadership 
candidates to live up to the spirit of this reintroduced legislation. 
Canadians deserve politics in which special interests— 


@ (1505) 


The Speaker: Order. The hon. member for Montmorency— 
Charlevoix—Haute-Cote-Nord. 


K*K* 
[Translation] 


EMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 


Mr. Jonathan Tremblay (Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute- 
Côte-Nord, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the employment insurance 
transitional measures and the pilot projects are essential to my 
riding and other regions. Even the Conservative candidate who was 
defeated in my riding in the last election, who is now the 
Conservatives' spokesperson for eastern Quebec, is calling for the 
recent pilot projects to become law. By refusing to take action, the 
Conservatives are abandoning the workers of Charlevoix and Haute- 
Côte-Nord. 


Will the minister listen to the NDP and his own employees and 
extend the employment insurance transitional measures and pilot 
projects? 

[English] 

Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 

Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 


Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government's top priority is getting 
Canadians back to work and promoting job growth and job creation. 


We are committed to timely services and proper access to our 
systems for all Canadians. While there are seasonal fluctuations and 
changes in services, we know that Canadians need access to modern 
services. 
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Our government is focused on providing excellent value for 
taxpayers' dollars, unlike the NDP, which wants to raise our taxes. 
Why do NDP members not want to modernize our system? 


XX % 


GOVERNMENT POLICIES 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
from 1913 to 1956, a period of over 40 years, time limits on debates 
were used 10 times. In the last 40 days, a time limit has been used 
seven times, making a new historical record. 


What used to be the exception to the rule appears to now be the 
rule. 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 
Ms. Elizabeth May: I am only sitting because I cannot be heard. 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order, please. We will hear the rest of the question. 


The hon. member for Saanich—Gulf Islands. 


Ms. Elizabeth May: Mr. Speaker, my question is for the 
government House leader. Can we again restore a parliamentary 
tradition that limits on debates occur when matters are urgent or 
otherwise justified and do not become routine? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in the last election Canadians 
gave us a strong mandate to deliver on jobs for Canadians— 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order, order. The House wanted to hear the 
question and I am sure the House wants to hear the answer. The 
Chair wants to hear the answer. 


The hon. government House leader. 


Hon. Peter Van Loan: Mr. Speaker, Canadians asked us to 
deliver on tackling crime, on creating jobs for Canadians, on 
restoring the democratic principle of each vote having equal value on 
a range of commitments, and we are delivering on those 
commitments. 


But what has happened each and every time is that the opposition 
has brought in a motion to stop debate, to say those bills should not 
go to committee, they should not go past second reading. 


We will not stand for that. We will deliver on our commitments 
and ensure that the House has a chance to decide and debate these 
issues thoroughly at every stage. 


**K* 


PRESENCE IN GALLERY 


The Speaker: I would like to draw the attention of hon. members 
to the presence in the gallery of His Excellency Vu Trong Kim, 
General Secretary and Vice President for the Central Committee, 
Vietnam Father Land Front. 


Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 


[Translation] 


The Speaker: I would like to draw to the attention of hon. 
members the presence in the gallery of His Excellency Halim 
Benatallah, Secretary of State to the Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
responsible for the national community abroad, for the People's 
Democratic Republic of Algeria. 


Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 


The Speaker: I would like to draw to the attention of hon. 
members the presence in the gallery of the hon. Marie-Claude Blais, 
Attorney General and Minister of Justice and Consumer Affairs for 
New Brunswick. 


Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 


kK * 


POINTS OF ORDER 
ORAL QUESTIONS 


Mr. Pierre Dionne Labelle (Riviére-du-Nord, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday, you deliberated over whether “lemon” and 
“blueberry” were unparliamentary language. I would like you to 
consider the word “potato” as well. On many issues, the 
Conservatives’ earrot-and-stick approach will come back to bite 
them. 


@ (1510) 
[English] 


The Speaker: Perhaps it would be best to avoid any reference to 
fruits or vegetables in general. They do not seem to be helpful to the 
debate. 


The hon. member for Windsor—Tecumseh on the Thursday 
question. 


* eK * 


BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): It being 
Thursday, Mr. Speaker, and a Thursday before a break week when 
we will all be back in our riding commemorating events around 
Remembrance Day on November 11, I would like to ask the 
government House leader what the agenda will be for the balance of 
this week and what it will be in the week when we return? In 
particular, will Bill C-18 be back in the House by that time? 


Finally, perhaps as a follow-up to the question asked by the 
member from the Green Party, how many more times are we going 
to have time allocation? We are at seven and counting. He is going to 
catch the Liberals pretty soon if he does not stop, so how many more 
times do we get time allocation? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, nobody would be more delighted 
than I if we could actually not have to use time allocation, but so far 
we have not seen an indication from the opposition parties that they 
are prepared to deal with bills on an expeditious basis. We feel the 
need to actually get things done here and deliver on our 
commitments. 
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In fact, in each of these cases since we started in September, each 
one of those bills continues to be debated in the process in the House 
of Commons. At committee, they have not even returned here for 
report stage yet, let alone third reading. Extensive debate is taking 
place. 


The fact is that the parliamentary process is a lengthy one with 
many stages. We want to ensure that bills have an opportunity to get 
through those stages so they can become law, so we can keep the 
commitments that we made to Canadians. 


We are making good progress this week, democratic reform week. 


[Translation] 


We introduced the Political Loans Accountability Act, which will 
prevent future leadership contestants from bypassing the law’s 
contribution limits by running up huge interest-free loans from 
supporters. We saw this in the 2006 Liberal leadership race. Many of 
those loans do not get paid off and are really donations over the legal 
limit. 

[English] 


We have also begun debate on Bill C-20, the fair representation 
act. I am pleased that this bill will be voted on tonight before being 
referred to committee for study. The bill restores respect for the 
founding principle of our country at the heart of Confederation, that 
Canada's first Prime Minister, Sir John A. Macdonald, forged, that of 
representation by population. The bill moves every single province 
closer to the principle of representation by population, that each vote 
should have, to the extent possible, the same weight. 


I know that some members may be disappointed that we have not 
yet had an opportunity this week to debate Bill C-7, which is the 
Senate reform act, but they can rest assured I will be calling that bill 
for debate as our first item of business on the Monday following 
constituency week. It is part of what one opposition member 
properly calls our comprehensive democratic reform plan. 


[Translation] 


Tomorrow, I hope we can deal with Bill C-16, the Security of 
Tenure of Military Judges Act, and Bill C-15, the Strengthening 
Military Justice in the Defence of Canada Act. I hope both bills, 
which make important revisions to the military justice system, will 
garner all party support. 


Of course, next week is a constituency week where members will 
be in their ridings speaking to Canadians about the issues that are 
important to them. 


[English] 


I know that most Canadians, whom I have spoken with at least, 
think that the jobs and economic growth issues are the top priority 
and they expect their government to focus on that right here in the 
House. With this in mind, the next week that we are back will be a 
jobs and economic growth week. 


Jobs and economic growth week will kick off on Monday 
afternoon when we will again debate the copyright modernization 
act. The opposition introduced a motion to keep this bill from ever 
being debated at committee. This is disappointing. The bill would 


Government Orders 


modernize our copyright laws and encourage job creation in one of 
Canada's most dynamic and important sectors of the economy. 


I understand that the finance committee is meeting later today to 
conduct its clause-by-clause consideration of Bill C-13, the keeping 
Canada's economy and jobs growing act, that implements the next 
phase of Canada's economic action plan. I will give priority to this 
job creation bill when the committee has completed its study. I 
anticipate scheduling report stage for Tuesday and Wednesday, 
which will undoubtedly be the highlight of jobs and economic 
growth week. This bill would implement important measures from 
our low tax plan for jobs and growth, including tax relief for small 
businesses that create jobs and a new tax credit for children who go 
to dance classes or take arts, music, or language lessons. I hope that 
it will pass swiftly through the House so that the measures can be 
implemented for the benefit of our economy and indeed all 
Canadians. 


@ (1515) 


[Translation] 


 Finally, Thursday, November 17, will be an allotted day. 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Mr. Speaker, yesterday something very 
irresponsible happened in the House. 


[English] 


In that regard, we need to give the House another opportunity to 
give unanimous consent to the following motion. I move that 
notwithstanding any Standing Order or usual practice of the House, 
the House give leave for the member for Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet— 
Bécancour and the member for Saanich—Gulf Islands to speak 
immediately, after this motion is adopted, on the subject of veterans 
and their sacrifice and contribution to building a better Canada in 
light of the upcoming Remembrance Day observances across the 
country, that those two members be granted leave to speak for a 
period not exceeding five minutes each, and that time taken by the 
two members at the conclusion of their statements be added to the 
time provided for government orders today. 


The Speaker: Does the hon. member for Windsor—Tecumseh 
have the unanimous consent of the House to move this motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


Some hon. members: No. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 


FAIR REPRESENTATION ACT 


The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-20, 
Fair Representation Act, be read the second time and referred to a 
committee, and of the amendment. 
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Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, where was the consultation with Canadians on fair 
representation measures before we ever had a bill tabled in the 
House? Our side of the House has been calling for years for dialogue 
across Canada. My constituents have been calling for decades for the 
government to sponsor a dialogue across Canada on ways that we 
can provide more democracy at the federal level. 


Instead, we get these very narrow bills being tabled on electing a 
Senate, which, by the way, does not provide equal representation, 
and now seat distribution simply on population when, in fact, an 
agreement between a former prime minister and the leaders of the 
provinces and territories had agreed on a different formula, which 
included representation by population and recognition of Quebec's 
contribution to Canada. 


If the model in this narrow bill, which the government brought 
forward, is truly to be representation by population, what is the rush? 
Surely, if we are to fairly represent provinces such as mine where we 
have a booming economy, why do we not wait for the 2011 census 
this coming February? That would give us the accurate information. 


My province and my constituency continue to have more 
Canadians and immigrants move in daily. I sign off certificates 
monthly congratulating new Canadians. What is the rush? Surely we 
can wait a few more months. If the government is so convinced that 
the way to have fair representation is based on population, then let us 
genuinely base it on population not on projections. | 


The historic compromise, which was mentioned by a number of 
members in the House, was that we should have representation by 
population but that we should also have representation by region. If 
we look at the bill brought forward by the government, it is not a true 
representation by population bill. As other members of the House 
have mentioned, we would be taking members out of the House from 
some of the very regions whose contributions to the House we 
honour. They provide a rich contribution to the dialogue in the 
House and the making of federal legislation and policy. 


It is time to step back and actually have a dialogue with 
Canadians. Many of my constituents have been calling for 
proportional representation. Why is that? It is because every vote, 
every interest, every priority and every perspective should count. 


I feel strongly that I represent every constituent in my riding 
whether they voted for me or not. I think it is incumbent that we have 
a system that represents that. If people have other perspectives in my 
riding, they have a right to be heard directly as well. Therefore, it is 
time to stand back from these narrow kinds of bills, which, frankly, 
the government is not even delivering on, which is representation by 
population. 


The Prime Minister of Canada has said that we need to be 
respecting Quebec as a nation within a unified Canada. Why does 
the new formula not respect that? 


As my hon. colleagues have previously stated, this merits 
thorough debate and goodwill and yet the government shuts down 
debate after less than a day. 


I, myself, in representing my constituents, only have 10 minutes 
because there is not time for many of us in the House to have the full 


allocation of time. Many of my colleagues, who want to speak for 
their constituents to ensure their interests are represented, will not be 
allowed the opportunity to debate the bill. It is absolutely 
reprehensible. 


We will fast-track the bill through the House and it will go to 
committee. What will happen at committee? I think the committee 
should go across Canada and visit every corner of the country to hear 
what Canadians think is the best way to have fair representation of 
all perspectives in the country. 


I stood for that when I ran for office. I said that I would not just be 
another MP from Alberta who my constituents send to Ottawa. I said 
that I would work hard to bring the federal government back to the 
people. That is exactly the kind of process we should have in this 
area. 


Frankly, I have not heard from any of my constituents that this is 
their number one priority, that there should be more seats either in 
our city or in our province. If it does happen, we should have our fair 
proportion of those new seats. My constituents are more concerned 
about extended care, positive education for their children and 
aboriginal children who do not have equal access to education or 
access to safe drinking water. Therefore, I would like us to take that 
dialogue out to Canadians. 


We also need to take measures to ensure that every vote counts. In 
the last election, during the advance vote there was no poll on 
campus. I have three universities in my riding and they were all 
disenfranchised. 


I work hard to represent temporary foreign workers. Who will 
speak for them? 


© (1520) 


Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the NDP has a position on this subject that is completely 
contrary to the principles of Confederation. I respect the member 
opposite and I know she is a hard-working MP, but this idea that a 
provincial division in the House should guarantee a certain number 
of seats, as proposed in the NDP's private member's bill, which, I 
think, is 24.3%, is not in accordance with the founding principles of 
Confederation. 


In fact, during the time of the United Province of Canada, there 
actually was a guarantee for Canada East and Canada West. The 
legislature was divided into two. There were 42 seats for Canada 
East, Quebec, and 42 seats for Canada West, Ontario. That was in a 
unitary state and that was the deal,. However, it was changed in 
Confederation to go to a federal system of government, with two 
orders of government, wherein the federal order of government, the 
lower chamber, the House of Commons, would be representative of 
the population. 


That was the foundation on which Confederation was based. It 
was the argument put forward by the Liberal leader of the day, 
George Brown, many clear Grits in Canada West and many other 
people throughout the United Province of Canada. It was the reason 
for which these buildings were built. It is a fundamental principle of 
Confederation. We need to respect that principle. The House is 
representative of its population. It has been reaffirmed by the 
Supreme Court. 
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Ms. Linda Duncan: Mr. Speaker, I find that very amusing. 
Perhaps the member does not agree with the Prime Minister who 
believes that Quebec should be respected as a nation within a unified 
Canada. Surely, when we come forward with specific bills and 
policies, we should actually be putting substance before those fancy 
words. 


I am proud to say that one of my ancestors was a Father of 
Confederation. The reason he decided to join forces is that he wanted 
responsible government. He did not want external people dictating 
how we should run our country, which is the same reason I ran. We 
need to respect that. 


If we are simply going to go by representation by population, then 
why are we not including the representatives for the Northwest 
Territories, Nunavut, Prince Edward Island and Newfoundland and 
Labrador? Why? It, hopefully, is because we all believe in 
representation by the different perspectives and regions in this 
country and we will also honour our commitment to Quebec. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
the member might recall that I asked a question of one of her 
colleagues with regard to the optimum number of members of 
Parliament that the NDP believes is necessary to have a fully 
functional House of Commons. The member made reference to 
Britain and said that we could have a lot more members of 
Parliament, implying that maybe an additional 30 is not enough. 


I am wondering if she can enlighten the House as to how many 
members of Parliament the NDP truly believes is necessary in order 
to have a fair democratic foundation within the House of Commons. 


@ (1525) 


Ms. Linda Duncan: Mr. Speaker, I will respond to the question 
from the same standpoint that I am responding to this very narrow 
bill presented by the government. 


That is an issue that my party is trying to address in an open 
dialogue with Canadians. That is why New Democrats proposed 
replacing the Senate with proportional representation. We should not 
be making these decisions as one-offs. We could be better 
representing Canadians and providing fair representation from all 
perspectives, views and interests of people across this great country 
if, in fact, we had a broader dialogue about how better to do that. Do 
we still want to do it through an appointed body or do we want to do 
it through a House that generally represents the interests and 
perspectives of all Canadians? 


Mr. Chris Warkentin (Peace River, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as a 
fellow Albertan, it is important that I put on the record that Albertans 
are concerned about this issue. I represent the highest populated 
riding in the province of Alberta. I am sure the numbers in the census 
will indicate that the population of my constituency is in excess of 
155,000. The hon. member, with all due respect, has the lowest 
population of any riding in the province of Alberta. That is maybe 
why she is not dialed in to the concerns that Albertans have with 
regard to this issue of being under-represented in the House. 


Albertans are passionate about equality and representation. They 
want to see— 


The Speaker: Order, please. I will have to stop the member there. 


The hon. member for Edmonton—Strathcona. 
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Ms. Linda Duncan: Mr. Speaker, perhaps I am not dialed in 
because perhaps my constituents have confidence that I am available 
to them. 


I am not opposed to this. As I have said, if there are to be 
increased seats based on population, of course Alberta should have 
additional seats. We have not had the dialogue yet on where those 
seats would be distributed, unless the hon. member knows some- 
thing I do not know. I would like that representation as— 


The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member is out of time. 


Resuming debate. The hon. member for Lanark—Frontenac— 
Lennox and Addington. 


Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and Addington, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to pick up where one of my colleagues 
left off when he said that representation by population was a 
foundational principle of our Confederation deal. It is, indeed, a 
foundational principle. The issue of representation was, in many 
respects, the most divisive issue before the Fathers of Confederation. 
One of the Fathers of Confederation, George Brown, whose statute 
stands not 50 yards from where I stand today, insisted upon 
representation by population, equality of votes, equal weighting for 
all votes, one vote one value, as a fundamental foundational 
principle for this House. 


The other House was set up to have equality regardless of the 
population changes between the regions. We have honoured that 
principle to the letter. I think we ought to honour, as best as we can, 
the other principle that was made by our ancestors 140 or 150 years 
ago to respect and ensure that each of us has equal weight as a 
participant in Canada's democratic process. To do anything else is to 
betray the foundational arrangements and values of this country. It is 
un-Canadian. 


This is not unique to Canada. Every federation has, as part of its 
founding and constitutional arrangements, adopted a similar process. 
When we look at the Americans and the Australians, we see that 
exactly the same process was gone through. However, those 
countries have honoured their arrangements that every citizen has 
an equal vote in a way that Canada has not. We have repeatedly 
moved away from that principle. 


The NDP purports in its motion, and this is absolutely astonishing, 
that it is divisive to try to move back to representation by population. 
Lest anyone believe that is actually true or historically founded, I 
will read what Charles Tupper had to say in 1865 in the debates in 
the Nova Scotia House of Assembly on the subject of representation 
by population as opposed to the other formulae that were being 
tossed out at the time, which would have people in some provinces 
getting votes worth more than people in other provinces. He said the 
principle of representation by population: 

was the only true and safe principle on which the legislatures and the 


governments could be constructed in Bntish America. That [an] eminent 
statesman predicted, twenty-five years ago— 


That was in 1840. 


—in reference to Canada— 


That is to say, the province of Canada, Ontario and Quebec. 


—that, if they undertook to ignore the principle of representation by population, 
the day would come when the country would be rent in twain. 
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Who does not know the difficulties that arose from the false principle that was 
applied at the time of the union of the Canadas, in order to give the ascendancy to 
Upper Canada— 


Upper Canada, Ontario, was going to get more members than it 
deserved by its weight. 


—whose population at the time was lower than that of Lower Canada? Who does 
not know that the prediction of Earl Durham has been verified? And the time has 
come when that country [Canada] has been convulsed, in order to rid themselves 
of a principle so unsound as that a certain number of people in a certain locality 
shall have an amount representation arranged not according to their numbers, but 
exhibiting a disparity with some other section? 


That principle, which, unfortunately, we have allowed to creep 
into our Constitution, of abandoning representation by population, is 
what is truly divisive. We have gone through a long history in this 
regard. We have moved from the formula that was adopted, thanks to 
the sage advice of George Brown, Charles Tupper and others. We 
have moved away from that principle by a series of steps, further 
away from representation by population and more toward a system 
of increasing an institutionalized inequality. That is undemocratic, 
unfair, unreasonable and un-Canadian. 


In 1915, we adopted one amendment to change our Constitution 
to allow for this principle to be deviated from. It seemed innocent 
enough at the time. No province could have fewer MPs than it had 
senators. In 1947, we moved to a system based upon a different 
formula that was designed to ensure that Ontario, my province, 
would not see its total number of members drop. In 1951, we 
adopted an amendment to that, and in 1976, a further amendment 
known as the “amalgam” formula was adopted. 


Finally, in 1985, when we realized that the 1975 formula would 
result in the number of members in the House of Commons growing 
to an amount that was seen as too large, we moved, very unwisely, to 
a system that ensured an increasing level of under-representation for 
people in Ontario, B.C. and Alberta into the future and exacerbated 
with every census. 


® (1530) 


That was a mistake. We are trying to correct that mistake. We are 
doing so by means of adding some members to the House of 
Commons. How many? Fifteen for Ontario, six each for Alberta and 
British Columbia, and in order to ensure that Quebec does not suffer 
from under-representation, three for Quebec. 


Members should understand that Quebec would get the percentage 
of seats in the House of Commons that its population warrants. If 
there is one thing and only one thing left that is good about our 
representation system today after the mess we have made of it for so 
many years, it is that at least Quebec is neither overrepresented nor 
under-represented. The formula proposed by the government would 
ensure that Quebec stays neither overrepresented nor under- 


represented and that it has the percentage of seats in the House. 


that its population deserves. 


We are not fully correcting the problem of Ontario, B.C. and 
Alberta being under-represented, but we are going a considerable 
distance toward it. It does not go as far as the amalgam formula 
proposed by Pierre Trudeau in the 1970s would have gone, but it is a 
great improvement over the status quo. I want the NDP members 
who have proposed and advocated their motion to reject what we are 
doing today to stop and think about this. 


The people I represent in the riding of Lanark—Frontenac— 
Lennox and Addington are not especially rich or well connected and 
have no special advantages. I think it is the 74th or 75th wealthiest 
riding, which is to say it is the 25th or 26th poorest riding in Ontario. 
There is nothing to cause these people to be in a position where we 
can say that they deserve to be less represented, that they are already 
being taken care of. None of that is true. If that is true in my riding, 
then it is true in every other riding in Ontario, B.C. and Alberta that 
has no special advantages. 


Why are we saying to them that their vote should be a fraction of 
the vote of another province? Why are we saying to them that their 
constitutionally guaranteed citizenship right to be able to participate 
in this system should have a lesser weight? Are they going to get a 
deduction on how much tax they pay? Would they be less of a 
participant when the government came along and told them what 
they must do? Absolutely not. To say that they are worth less, that 
they are a fraction of a voter, that they are a fraction of a citizen, that 
they are a fraction of a human being is undemocratic, illegitimate 
and an injustice that very much needs to be corrected. 


This law would go partway toward correcting that. It is a very 
moderate, reasonable proposal. It is one which ensures that the 
smaller provinces, which are somewhat overrepresented, do no lose 
any seats. It is one which ensures that Quebec continues to get 
representation by population. It is one which ensures that the people 
whom I represent, and my colleagues from Alberta, B.C. and Ontario 
represent, get back some of their lost citizenship rights. 


@ (1535) 


Mr. Colin Carrie (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Health, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my colleague for his 
excellent speech. I know he really believes in democratic reform and 
representation by population. 


A few options have been put forward by other parties in the 
House. I was wondering if he would take this opportunity to contrast 
the fair and democratic proposition we are putting forward with 
some of the propositions that are being brought forward by other 
parties that may have to worry about special interest groups and 
special favouritism for different parts of the country. 


Could the member take this opportunity to explain to Canadians 
why it is important that we adopt this now so that we can move 
ahead promptly to get this in place? 


Mr. Scott Reid: Mr. Speaker, there were two questions. 


The first was about the other proposal that is out there, the 
proposal suggested by the New Democrats. I forget the bill number, 
but it is a private member's bill. It calls for some extra seats to be 
given to Alberta, B.C., Ontario and Quebec. However, the 
percentage for Quebec would be frozen at, I think it is 24.5% or 
something like that, which is the percentage of the population that 
Quebec had in 2006, and it would stay that way permanently. This is 
a version of another proposal made in 1992 and rejected by voters 
across the country as part of the Charlottetown accord package, 
where Quebec would have been frozen at 25% in perpetuity. At the 
time, that proposal was undemocratic, but it was being done, from a 
constitutional point of view, in the proper way. 
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If we want to move away from the principle of representation by 
population or proportionality, if we want to be less proportionate, we 
need to have an amendment that is approved by seven provinces and 
half the population. That is what the Constitution says. To do so by 
means of a section 44 amendment, unilaterally through the House of 
Commons, simply is unconstitutional. 


By the way, I made that point in the committee that approves 
private members' bills. I pointed out that the bill is unconstitutional 
and should not go forward. I was voted down and it will go forward, 
but that does not change my view that it would be unconstitutional 
and would be rejected. 


The second question relates to why we should move forward now. 
The answer is simply that it takes time to introduce a redistribution 
proposal. If we do not act promptly, we will be forced to use the old 
formula because the Chief Electoral Officer will be unable to follow 
through with the very slow and detailed process of redistribution 
which involves electoral commissions in each province, and so on. 
[Translation] 

Mr. Francois Lapointe (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouraska 
—Riviére-du-Loup, NDP): Mr. Speaker, in between the time of the 
Charlottetown accord and the current situation, a key event took 
place in the House: the recognition of Quebeckers as a nation within 
Canada. It is clear that, for the hon. member, this recognition does 
not mean that the nation should maintain its political weight in the 
House. 


Is there anything concrete in this recognition, which was 
supported by his party, with respect to linguistic duality and 
Quebec's political weight? 

Mr. Scott Reid: Mr. Speaker, the question refers to the motion 
passed by the House in 2006. That motion was not an amendment to 
our Constitution. To abandon the principle of proportionality, the 
Constitution must be amended, and that must be supported by the 
legislatures of seven provinces, as well as by 50% of the population. 
There is no motion that is more binding than our Constitutional 
legislation and no motion can unilaterally amend the Constitution. 
So, the Constitution stays the same and the principle of 
proportionality must be respected. 
© (1540) 

[English] 

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
the member talked from a principled position in terms of why the 
government had to bring forward this bill. I respect what it is he said, 
but that does not necessarily mean that I agree with a lot of his 
thoughts. 


I welcome the member's involvement in this debate. I would 
suggest that he should be just as welcoming of other members of this 
chamber getting involved and participating in the debate. 


Could the member explain to the House why the government has 
seen fit to allow just three or four hours of debate when there are 308 
members of Parliament? We can see how restrictive that is going to 
be on 308 members, so imagine if this bill passed and there were 338 
members. 


Why would the government move a time allocation motion 
allowing for just two or three hours of debate? Does the member see 
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the ramifications of preventing members from being able to voice 
their concerns? 


Mr. Scott Reid: Mr. Speaker, I do not have much time to answer 
this question because we are almost through my five minutes. 


Very briefly, the answer is that we do face a deadline in terms of 
moving this bill forward so that the Chief Electoral Officer can 
summon the electoral boundaries commissions that cause a 
redistribution to occur. 


If this bill were to go forward after the beginning of 2012, I think 
it would be very difficult as a practical matter to have any form of 
redistribution other than the one that is contemplated under the 
current law. There is really no time to switch horses in midstream 
after the end of 2011. That is the reason haste is required. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Just to clarify, the 
hon. member for Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and Addington had a 
20-minute time slot. Did the member mean to split that or not? There 
was a 20-minute slot and he spoke for about 11 minutes. 
Subsequently, there is a 10-minute question and answer period. I . 
just wanted to make sure we did not miss the member splitting his 
time. Is that correct? 


Mr. Scott Reid: Mr. Speaker, had I been aware, I could have gone 
on for another 10 minutes. However, I am happy to keep answering 
questions for the remainder of the 10 minutes. I will enjoy it even 
more. 


[Translation] 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, I listened carefully to the hon. member's speech, in which 
he made several historical references. My father is a retired history 
teacher, so I really appreciate people talking about the past, 
especially since the member appeared rather nostalgic. He talked 
about Lord Durham and the Act of Union, when Lower Canada and 
Upper Canada were joined, which reduced Quebec's political weight 
considerably within the united government. I will not remind the 
members of all of Lord Durham's great ideas to ensure that Quebec 
would lose its raison d'étre and that the French language would be 
extinguished. I do not know if the member was feeling nostalgic 
when he referred to that. 


What struck me most were the member's comments near the end 
of his speech when he answered a question from an NDP member 
about the motion recognizing the Quebec nation in the House of 
Commons. If I understand correctly—and if so, the cat will be out of 
the bag—he said that, in any case, it was not an amendment to our 
Constitution. What he was really saying is that recognizing the 
Quebec nation means nothing to him. I wonder if he could explain 
that. 


[English] 


Mr. Scott Reid: Mr. Speaker, let me begin by referring to Lord 
Durham's report. The member heard me quote Charles Tupper from 
the Confederation debates in the Nova Scotia House of Assembly. 
He did mention Lord Durham; Earl Durham he said. 
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I am not attempting to defend Lord Durham's position on 
anything. There are many things that are highly objectionable from a 
modern point of view in what he proposed. One thing that cannot be 
blamed on him, one additional wrinkle that was imposed by the 
British Parliament at the time, was the notion, designed by the way 
to oppress Quebec, of saying that Upper Canada, Ontario, which had 
fewer people would get equal representation. That was very unfair, 
very undemocratic. It also promptly backfired because the popula- 
tion of Upper Canada grew faster than that of Lower Canada, and by 
1865, people like George Brown were complaining about the fact 
that his province was now underrepresented in proportion to Quebec. 
There is a certain delicious irony in that, I guess. 


In the end, the very sensible result was that we decided to give 
representation by population to the lower house, to get rid of that 
injustice which had been intended to be an injustice against Quebec 
but wound up being an injustice against Ontario, to give equal 
representation in the upper house, and moreover to protect the rights 
of linguistic minorities by creating a federal system which is what we 
have done. That is the best explanation I can give as to what 
happened. 


With regard to the motion in 2006, I will make the same point in 
English that I made in French earlier. We cannot amend the 
Constitution by passing a simple motion in the House of Commons. 
That is what the NDP effectively is suggesting has happened or 
could happen, but that is not the case. 


In order to deviate from the principle of proportionality, in order to 
deviate from the idea that every redistribution must be at least as 
proportional, at least as close to representation by population as the 
previous one, if we want to deviate from that, we have to amend the 
Constitution by getting the support first of Parliament and then of 
seven provinces with more than half the population. The NDP's bill 
does not purport to do that, which makes it unconstitutional. It makes 
the 2006 resolution in the House of Commons about Quebec being a 
nation, une nation au sein du Canada, constitutionally irrelevant in a 
discussion about this piece of legislation. 


@ (1545) 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased that I have been afforded the opportunity, because of the 
generosity of my caucus colleagues, to make representation on this 
very important bill. 


Last weekend, I had the opportunity of exchanging thoughts and 
ideas with constituents. On at least two or three occasions, I had 
constituents question why we were increasing the number of 
members of Parliament. The minister responsible made some 
announcements last week and a great deal of media attention was 
given to it. Canadians on the whole have a different feeling than 
what the government has proposed. 


However, prior to getting into the debate, I want to highlight 
something that is really important, something on which we need to 
focus a bit of attention. 


Yesterday, we had some wonderful people in the Speaker's gallery, 
such as world war vets, individuals who had participated in some of 
our modern day activities in Afghanistan and individuals who had 
been involved in our forces. At the same time, we recognized the 
importance of Remembrance Day and the efforts and sacrifices that 


men and women today and yesterday had made, allowing us to even 
be inside this chamber and appreciate just how important our 
democracy is. 


The very same day in which we were recognizing the important 
efforts of our men and women in the forces, today and in the past, 
the government chose to bring in time allocation as more of a normal 
type of procedure. It is almost as if it feels it is no longer an issue, 
that all it has to do is bring in a bill and within minutes or maybe an 
hour, bring in a motion to put time limits on debate. That causes a 
great deal of concern for many people, me included. I see the value 
of debate, of allowing members of the House to engage in 
discussions. 


Some bills, more than others, warrant debate. With some bills 
there are differing opinions from all three political parties. I believe 
that quite often when we are listening to members debate a bill, it 
might actually influence someone who is listening. I believe 
individuals who watch the televised debates will enjoy much of 
the content that is expressed during the debate, as Canadians try to 
get a better understanding of the legislation before us. 


The government will say that a bill is a priority. If it is a priority, 
there are other ways in which the government, in good faith, can 
work with the official opposition House leader and the Liberal Party 
House leader to try to accommodate the passage of a bill. There are 
other things we could do prior to implementing time allocation that 
would allow for additional debate. 


When government members stand, and they have had a few 
speakers on the bill already, and talk about how important it is that 
we have fair representation, it is one of those principled stands with 
which I agree. I agree with fair representation. It is one of the 
comerstones, one of the pillars of our democratic foundation. 
However, equally important is what takes place inside this chamber, 
how the government of the day manages the House affairs and how 
it proceeds. 


I and the Liberal Party are very disappointed in the way in which 
the government has seen fit to bring in this legislation. I hope the 
government will reconsider other pieces of legislation as it 
introduces them. 


@ (1550) 


It is bad policy to introduce a bill and then only moments later 
bring in time allocation, which, in essence, prevents healthy debate. 
It is unfortunate and I only hope the government will reflect on that. 


It has had a majority, which is somewhat scary, for a few months 
and we have seen what it has done in the chamber in terms of 
rushing things through and what it has done in committees, always 
wanting to go in camera. There is a lot of concern and we are 
watching. We do not like what we are seeing. We hope it is not 
something that will continue in the future. Most Canadians will catch 
on and become very disenchanted with the lack of respect the 
majority government has demonstrated. 
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There are some pieces of legislation on which the three parties in 
the chamber disagree. I suggest this is one of them. The Prime 
Minister has been quoted as saying, and | will paraphrase, that this 
bill would increase the number of seats now and in the future. In 
essence, what the Prime Minister and the minister responsible for 
this bill are saying is that the answer to the problem of fair 
representation is to increase the number of members of Parliament 
today and in the future. This is something with which we disagree. 


I suspect the minister will be afforded the opportunity to ask me a 
question. Before doing so, he might want to reflect on what he 
believes the optimum number of seats should be for the House of 
Commons. If we listen to what the Prime Minister and the minister 
are saying, today we have 308 members, four years from now we 
will have 338 and I assume we could have close to 400 or something 
in excess of 400 some time in the next decade if we follow the 
recommendations of the government. It is fair to ask where that will 
stop. 


In modern democracies there are fixed numbers. If we look, for 
example, at the United States, I believe there are 435 seats. The size 
of the population base does not matter. It has 435 representatives. We 
all know the population of the U.S. is 10 times the size of Canada. 
Why does the government not recognize, as other modern 
democracies have, that it does not have to constantly increase the 
number of members of Parliament and that there are other ways to 
readjust it. 


I have heard a number of members say that Alberta, B.C. and 
Ontario need more seats. That is what they argue for fair 
representation. We can still achieve that balance if we operate 
within the 308 members. We can give Alberta, B.C. and Ontario fair 
representation, but the government has chosen to take a different 
route. As opposed to trying to limit the number of members of 
Parliament, it is going to support an indefinite amount of growth. We 
really do not know how much, but maybe the minister will enlighten 
us after I have had the chance to speak. This is a concern that not 
only I and members of the Liberal Party have, but it is a concern that 
Canadians have. 


@ (1555) 


If we asked average Canadians if they wanted the number of 
politicians in the House of Commons increased and we thought they 
would say absolutely, we would be absolutely wrong. 


Hon. Michael Chong: We want our fair share. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Fair share, yes; increasing the actual 
numbers, no. Therein lies a substantial difference between the 
Conservatives and the Liberals. As I pointed out, there is a difference 
in all three political parties. 


I have been listening to the speeches given by New Democrats, 
trying to make an assessment. It reminds me a bit of the debates we 
had in Manitoba about remote issues versus urban issues. In 
Manitoba we tried to address that by having percentage variances on 
fairness in representation. I could be wrong, but I believe it is 5% in 
the south and then a voter variation in northern Manitoba. Some 
people want to see the variations increased to a certain degree, but 
they have been generally well-received. 
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I have had the opportunity to ask questions in regard to the NDP 
position on it. The response I have received are have indicated more 
concern with the numbering issue. For example, one NDP member 
said that we should look at England where members sit on benches. I 
have to wonder if the NDP is trying to give the impression that we 
should be getting rid of the desks and chairs and bringing in benches. 
Is that what we need in the House of Commons? That NDP member 
suggested that we just need to look at the other side of the ocean. I 
thought that was somewhat interesting. 


I would like to continue to flush that debate out and the way to 
flush it out is to allow the debate to occur, but the Conservatives 
have limited that. I am interested in hearing more opinions from New 
Democrats. 


As a member of Parliament, I love to share with my constituents 
not only what Conservatives are saying, but also what New 
Democrats are saying. I am interested in what they have to say. 
All I know for sure is that they do not have a problem with 
increasing the number of MPs by 30. They seem to be of the opinion 
that the percentage in rural ridings has to be increased so the ridings 
are not as big. They also seem to be of the opinion that it should be at 
least 25%. I might be corrected on that in terms of the province of 
Quebec. We will see how this whole discussion evolves. 


I want to focus attention on the size factor. How many constituents 
is the optimum number of constituents that a member of Parliament 
can actually represent? I suggest a lot of that depends on resources. If 
members of Parliament are not given any resources, then they will 
not have the ability to hire people and service constituents, so they 
will want relatively small constituencies. If members of Parliament 
are provided with the opportunity to employ people, then they will 
be able to service a larger number of constituents. 


In terms of the size of a constituency, we need to factor in the 
types of resources provided to members of Parliament to serve their 
constituents. I would be most interested in hearing about that. 


© (1600) 


I am quite satisfied, I must say, with the resources that I personally 
have been entrusted with and I do not take them for granted. 
However, as compared with being an MLA in the Manitoba 
Legislature, a member of Parliament gets considerably more 
resources, but the constituency is considerably larger. I think that 
somewhat proves the point. 


In Manitoba, for example, there are 57 MLAs. An MLA has 
resources somewhere in the neighbourhood of about $60,000, which 
allows him or her to have a constituency office and a staff person. 
Compare that to a federal constituency and we would see is that in 
Manitoba roughly four and a half provincial constituencies make up 
one federal constituency. If we do the math, it is not that far off, in 
terms of resources that are provided to a member of Parliament 
versus an MLA. 
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I believe, given the resources that a member of Parliament is given 
here in Ottawa, that I am quite able to provide the same sorts of 
services that I would have been able to provide as an MLA, even 
though it is a much larger population base. That is why when I bring 
forward the argument asking whether we have to increase the 
numbers of members of Parliament, I challenge the government to 
provide a rationale as to why we need more members of Parliament. 


The rationale that the Conservatives are using now is just strictly 
that they want to give more MPs to Ontario, Quebec, well, Quebec is 
more of an afterthought for the Conservative Party, Alberta and 
British Columbia. In essence that has been their rationale. They just 
want to give them more MPs and that by giving them more MPs, 
they would have more clout and there would be fairer representation, 
in terms of the equality of one vote. 


Let us look at the numbers. We have 308 seats now. That is an 
actual increase of 30 seats. Ontario would get 15 seats, Alberta 
would get six seats, B.C. would get six seats, and the province of 
Quebec would be given three seats. 


We have to put that into the perspective of the economy. Here we 
have a government, in its most recent budget, that is talking about 
the economy and how it is going to address, in part, the economy by 
making significant cutbacks every day that we are in session. I 
participate in many discussions among my colleagues. I hear about 
cutbacks in Atlantic Canada. Those cutbacks are serious. They 
would change lives in Atlantic Canada. 


I suspect whether it is the Atlantic or the Pacific, from coast to 
coast, we are going to find that there are significant cutbacks taking 
place, that the government is wanting to downsize bureaucracy and 
our civil service, thereby reducing services. At the same time, with 
this bill, the government would increase the number of politicians. It 
just does not make sense. 


My best guess is that if the Conservatives were to really caucus 
this and have a free vote, there would likely be more support to 
readjusting within the 308 seats, so that at least they could be 
consistent with their budget debates. That is just my best guess. 
However, the chances of that happening, I suspect, are not great. 


© (1605) 


I encourage the government to really reflect on what it is that it is 
doing on two fronts: the time allocation is wrong, the Conservatives 
are stifling debate; and increasing the number of seats indefinitely is 
the wrong thing to do. This is not what Canadians want. 


Hon. Tim Uppal (Minister of State (Democratic Reform), 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is unfortunate that the hon. member came here 
to make his speech, and I listened very carefully, but did not do his 
homework. He talked about growth in the future. 


In 2021, under our fair plan, only 11 new seats would be added if 
the current predictions hold. In 2031, only five new seats would be 
added. We are being very open and honest about the numbers. The 
numbers are upfront. 


The Liberals, under their own plan, are not being honest with 
Canadians about the numbers. Under the Liberal plan, Manitoba 
would lose three seats. Saskatchewan would lose five seats. Quebec 


would lose six seats. Newfoundland and Nova Scotia would lose a 
seat. 


I ask the hon. member, why is he not being honest about the 
numbers in his plan? 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I have no idea where the 
minister pulls those numbers from, saying, “under the Liberal plan”. 
Maybe he could share that Liberal plan with the Liberal MPs. I have 
not seen the plan he is referring to and I am the one who is speaking 
on it. We are talking about the 308 seats. There is no need for us to 
increase it, but to the best of my knowledge, I have no idea what 
Liberal plan he is referring to. 


Maybe it is backbench Conservative MPs who got together and 
said, “Pass this one over to the Liberals, and you are the messenger”. 
I do not mean to shoot the messenger. I will be more than happy to 
receive it from the minister. 


He admits that this time it is a big one, it is a 30. Next time it will 
be 11 and then it will be five. That is conservative. Well, an increase 
is an increase is an increase. We are saying there is no need for an 
increase. 


Mr. Bruce Hyer (Thunder Bay—Superior North, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I am not necessarily opposed to fixing proportionality by 
population or geography. That is all right, but what I am really 
interested in, and we should all be really interested in, is proportional 
representation by party, whereas if the purple party gets 20% of the 
vote across Canada, the purple party should get 20% of the seats. 


Is the real issue a need to add more politicians to the House of 
Commons? That is a lot like adding deck chairs to the Titanic. 


My question to the hon. member is, I know the Liberals did not 
want it for a lot of years, but are they finally interested in getting 
some real good system of proportional representation for Canada, 
and will they get serious about it? 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I believe that the Liberal 
Party of Canada is very keen on ideas and engaging Canadians on 
ways in which we can make a difference. 


On a personal note, I am very sensitive to that issue. There are 
many examples that could be cited from all provinces where we have 
actually had majority governments elected in some provinces and 
they did not get most of the votes. That occurs a lot, whether it is 
here in Ottawa or the provinces. All political parties have been at 
different ends of it. The issue is which political party is prepared to 
be consistent, through good times and bad times. 


I am not sure if the NDP is. We will find out in terms of how it 
continues to advocate that position here in Ottawa. In the province of 
Manitoba it did not advocate for it, but it depends. 
© (1610) 

Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to comment on the comments made by my friend from 
Winnipeg North. What he is propagating is that, based upon a 308 
seat House and having representation across this country, we have to 
have an average riding of 106,000 people. 


Manitoba, with an average of just over 76,000 per riding, would 
have to lose two or three seats. This is what he is proposing. 
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I have the largest riding population-wise and the second largest 
geographically in Manitoba at 91,000. I am still 14,000 less than the 
numbers we are seeing in other areas of Canada. However, we would 
definitely have to reduce seats in Winnipeg. 


The hon. member's riding has a population of only 79,000. I 
would suggest that if he were serious about reducing the number of 
seats in Manitoba, and he wants to go home and sell it, I would 
suggest that probably we could get rid of Winnipeg North. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I am not one to back down 
from a good healthy debate. I would suggest to the member that we 
contact Richard Cloutier of CJOB and debate it on his radio 
program. I will make myself available and hopefully, the member 
will make himself available. We will advance this script of Hansard 
over to Mr. Cloutier and perhaps he might give us an invite. 


I know that a vast majority of Manitobans, members' constituents 
and my constituents, do not want 30 more members of Parliament. 
That much I know. 


I am prepared to debate that. If at the end of the day that means 
that Manitoba has to lose a seat, the member and I can go to CJOB to 
see if it will allow us to have that debate publicly, if in fact he will 
accompany me. As I say, I will be sure to pass the— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Order. Questions and 
comments, the hon. member for Chateauguay—Saint-Constant. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Sylvain Chicoine (Chateauguay—Saint-Constant, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask my Liberal colleague if his party 
would maintain Quebec's representation at 75 seats with his plan to 
keep the total number of seats at 308? 


[English] 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, my concern in terms of 
dealing with 308 seats is that we need to focus our attention on the 
ability of the province of Quebec to have the clout that it currently 
has. The percentage of clout that it has today under the bill is 
actually going down. I would not necessarily make the assumption 
that if we go to 308 seats that would be the case in that situation. 


Quite frankly, the difference between the Liberals and the New 
Democrats is that members of the NDP are not sure exactly what 
they want and what they are prepared to say out west. In Quebec 
they will say that they want 25%, but we will not hear them say out 
west that Quebec has to have 25% of the representation inside the 
House of Commons. There needs to be more clarity on that point, 
but that is the essence of it. 


Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the reason why the bill is so important is that we are 
currently denying new Canadians and visible minorities a voice in 
the House. 


Only 10% of the House is reflective of the new Canada. Only 10% 
of the House is made up of visible minorities when their population 
numbers are double and within the next 20 years their numbers will 
move to one-third of the population. This bill would allow the most 
rapidly growing regions of the country a greater number of seats, so 
we can elect more Canadians who are reflective of the makeup of 
this country. 
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The change is coming. There is a galloping heterogeneity that is 
taking place in the country. This place is not reflected. The bill 
would go a long way to ensure that this place reflects the new face of 
Canada. 


@ (1615) 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, in reality, the leaders and 
the riding associations, and the cliques that are out there throughout 
our many different communities have a lot more to do with that than 
the actual number of seats. 


If we want to get new Canadians or people who are immigrating 
to our country involved, we must speed up the immigration and 
citizenship processes as opposed to the two year backlog we now 
have for them to get their citizenship. If we want them to be excited 
about participating, we must speed up the citizenship process to 
reduce the backlog. 


[Translation] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): It is my duty pursuant 
to Standing Order 38 to inform the House that the questions to be 
raised tonight at the time of adjournment are as follows: the hon. 
member for Etobicoke North, The Environment; the hon. member 
for Saanich—Gulf Islands, The Environment. 


[English] 


Mr. Joe Preston (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to participate in the debate on the fair 
representation bill. As my colleagues have noted, this is a fair, 
reasonable and principled bill, and I could not agree more. 


During the election we committed to our constituents and to all 
Canadians that we would come back to the House and pass a formula 
that would restore fair representation to this House. The election was 
a time when we got to debate this with the people with whom we 
should really debate it. As we knocked on doors someone could 
bring up the representation in the House. In coffee shops we could 
talk about what the House should look like, and what was possible 
and what was not. 


At the all candidates meetings we certainly had the opportunity to 
challenge each other, as my colleague from Manitoba just did with 
another colleague from Manitoba to talk about the issues of the day 
in the provinces they come from. I come from Ontario and in that 
province we surely did talk about the need for there to be more seats 
and a better representation for the province of Ontario. That debate 
has taken place outside the House, and today it is taking place here. 


As the Prime Minister and the Minister of State for Democratic 
Reform have stated, we made three specific commitments to provide 
fair representation. We would provide a formula that would allocate 
an increased number of seats now and in the future to better reflect 
population growth in Ontario, British Columbia and Alberta. That 
sounds like a pretty good plan. We would protect the number of seats 
for smaller provinces to provide for their effective representation. 
That sounds like another good plan. We would ensure the 
proportional representation of Quebeç according to its population. 
We are keeping these commitments with this bill. 
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My colleagues have spoken passionately about these promises. 
Some members have explained the details of how the proposed 
formula would work. I am not going to repeat much of what my 
colleagues have already said. They have done an excellent job in 
talking about how it would affect the representation in very large 
ridings and the representation in the provinces that currently are 
under-represented. I thank them for doing that. 


I would like to discuss some of the details and background of the 
changes to the readjustment process and the timelines that the bill 
proposes. I am the chair of the Standing Committee on Procedure 
and House Affairs. That committee will oversee the examination of 
this bill during the committee stage. I would like to bring some of the 
experience and ideas of that committee to bear here in the House. 


First of all, I would like to thank all of the members of that 
committee for their great work. We tend to work more as a consensus 
than we do anything else. It will be quite a load for us to take this on 
in the short period of time we will have to consider the bill. I ask 
ahead of time, and I know I will get it, for the co-operation of 
members of that committee to work together as we always do. The 
timelines will be tight. We will be able to do it if we work together. 


Regarding the boundary redistribution process, our Constitution 
requires that we readjust riding boundaries every 10 years. Our rules 
for carrying out this task are set out in a piece of legislation called 
the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act. This law was put in 
place in 1964. Up to and including the boundary adjustments 
following the 1951 census, the House of Commons itself was 
responsible for fixing the boundaries of electoral districts. 


A predecessor committee to the one which I chair was responsible 
for drawing the boundaries themselves. There was a considerable 
amount of political influence on the readjustment process prior to the 
1960s. This was often referred to as gerrymandering, a term we use 
to describe the manipulation of riding boundaries along partisan 
lines, usually to the advantage of the incumbent or the dominant 


party. 
An hon. member: Promise that won't happen again. 


Mr. Joe Preston: Mr. Speaker, I hear someone who probably did 
that yelling from the other side. 


Happily, we no longer have the problem of gerrymandering. It 
simply does not happen in our country any longer, largely because of 
the impartial, independent process set out in the Electoral 
Boundaries Readjustment Act. 


In November 1964, the legislation was passed to assign the 
responsibility for readjusting the electoral district boundaries to 
commissions independent of Parliament and parliamentarians. 


® (1620) 


For political neutrality, each commission was, and still is today, 
chaired by a judge designated by the chief justice of the province. 
When passed, there were to be three members for each of the 
commissions. One of these was a person called the representation 
commissioner, a public servant who was to sit on every commission. 
The post of representation commissioner was abolished in 1979 and 
most of the duties were transferred to the Chief Electoral Officer of 


Canada. That is where we stand today, a three member commission 
for each province. 


Initially, the two other members were to be political appointees, 
one each from the governing party and the official opposition party. 
The Speaker of the House of Commons now makes those two 
appointments in the interest of greater impartiality and indepen- 
dence. 


Now each province has a three member boundaries commission 
chaired by a judge and comprising two other members appointed by 
the Speaker. As each of the three northern territories constitutes an 
electoral district, they do not require an electoral boundaries 
commission. 


The goal is a readjustment process that is generally free of partisan 
considerations. We have largely succeeded in accomplishing that 
goal. 


That said, parliamentarians still do have input. They can make 
representations to the commissions during the public consultation 
period for those commissions. They can lodge objections during the 
parliamentary review process which is run through the procedure 
and House affairs committee, of which I am the chair. I look forward 
to the contributions and many visits by members to do just that 
during the process. 


In all cases, the final decisions on the boundaries are made by the 
commissions. This is the guarantee of independence and impartiality. 
Partisan members can make presentations and lodge objections 
which the commissions will consider, but the commissions! decisions 
will be final. During the course of their work, the commissions 
receive professional, financial, technical and administrative assis- 
tance from the Chief Electoral Officer and his staff at Elections 
Canada. 


Our procedure and House affairs committee visited the Chief 
Electoral Officer; all parties were in attendance. The committee tends 
to meet about once a session with the Chief Electoral Officer to talk 
about his goals and what is coming up. During the past three or four 
minority Parliaments, it was always about election readiness, but the 
Chief Electoral Officer, during this majority House, is quite happy to 
talk to us about being faced with the redistribution of seats and the 
redrawing of some electoral boundaries. He was quite forward with 
us as to how quickly this process has to start, that it cannot be 
delayed and that he has a great amount of work to do based on this 
project. He shared with members of the committee that he was 
looking forward to getting at it, as he put it. 


As I mentioned, Bill C-20 makes some changes to the timelines of 
the commission process. The readjustment process would continue 
to be based on the census results which provide population counts at 
the geographic level that are necessary to accurately revise the 
electoral boundaries. The member who spoke before me talked about 
the size of ridings. His colleague mentioned how even within the 
province from which they both come, there is a difference in 
population of 20,000 between some of the ridings. It is imperative 
that we use the census to set the pace. 


November 3, 2011 


The existing provisions in the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment 
Act call for the independent boundary commissions to be established 
in each province within 60 days of the receipt of the census return. 
The 2011 census is scheduled to be received on February 8, 2012, so 
it would be within 60 days of that date. The commissions then have 
one year to produce an initial report setting out the proposed 
boundaries and the names for the ridings, during which time they are 
required to hold at least one set of public consultations. Once the 
reports are finalized, the Chief Electoral Officer prepares a draft 
representation order which is forwarded to the responsible minister 
and proclaimed by the Governor in Council. The order becomes 
effective on the first dissolution of Parliament that occurs at least one 
year after the proclamation is issued. 


Under the current timelines, it may take anywhere from 30 to 38 
months to complete the readjustment process following the release of 
the census results. 
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There is some flexibility in the timelines as each commission 
works at a slightly different pace. There are some timeline extensions 
available if the commissions find them to be necessary. It would 
mean that the process would not be completed until about November 
2014. The changes proposed in the bill aim to shorten these timelines 
in the current boundary readjustment process with a view to 
streamlining the process. 


In particular, the bill proposes the following amendments: The 
independent boundary commissions would be established no later 
than six months following the census, or within 60 days of the 
census results being released, whichever comes first. The notice 
period for public hearings would be set at 30 days, down from the 
current 60 days. All persons interested in making submissions at 
public hearings would still need to provide the commissions with 
notice. The commissions would have the option of waiving this 
requirement if it was considered in the public interest. The timeline 
for the commissions to produce the reports would be shortened to 10 
months, with a possible two-month extension, which is down from 
12 months, with a possible six-month extension. The time period for 
the implementation of the representation order would be reduced to 7 
months, which is down from 12. 


With these changes, it would be possible to bring forward the 
completion of the boundary readjustment process to early 2014. That 
would give everyone, including the very busy and organized folks 
over at Elections Canada, the House and all registered parties more 
time to prepare knowing the new boundaries early in 2014. These 
changes and the other minor changes in the bill are to streamline and 
modernize the process to allow Elections Canada the flexibility and 
time it needs to do the work for the next election. 


We politicians recognize that certain boundary changes will make 
work for us. We will have to look at how we are going to act within 
those new boundaries and whether we are picking up a new piece of 
a riding, losing a piece of an old riding, or whether there are no 
changes at all. Elections Canada has to then establish Elections 
Canada entities within each of the new ridings and under the new 
riding names too. It has work to do following the completion of the 
report. I do not think it can be done within moments of the next 
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election. Elections Canada needs some time to do it; that is what it 
has shared with us. 


The changes we have suggested in shortening some of the 
timelines are reasonable. We have not compressed the timelines too 
much. We have left time for the commissions to do their work, to 
hold their public meetings, for people to make presentations. 
Oftentimes there is one commission per province. People sometimes 
suggest changes to a certain boundary because it splits a 
neighbourhood and that type of things, so there is time for the 
commission to do it. 


All the changes are sourced in either the recommendations from 
the Chief Electoral Officer's reports, past reports from the Standing 
Committee on Procedure and House Affairs, or the report from the 
Royal Commission on Electoral Reform and Party Financing, known 
as the Lortie commission. The changes we are looking to make in the 
Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act and in Bill C-20 have all 
been suggested by one of those sources. 


There is ample public evidence and justification for the reasons 
and value of implementing these changes. We can be assured that 
Elections Canada will be fully prepared to implement and facilitate 
these changes in time for the next election. 


As I have said, the Chief Electoral Officer has recommended 
many of these changes before. In the committee's visit to Elections 
Canada, he was very adamant that we meet the timeline so that he 
can meet his and is able to complete the process. For some of us, the 
spring of 2014 sounds far away, but as this process unfolds, it is a 
long time between each step and each step takes some period of 
time. 


In order to make it work, it is important that we give Elections 
Canada enough time to set up the commissions, allow the 
commissions to do their job, have the report come back to the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs, at which point 
members of the House would also have an opportunity to discuss 
their own ridings. Then it would go back to the commissions for 
final approval and in time for people to prepare for the next general 
election. 
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The fair representation bill fulfills our government's long-standing 
commitment to move to fair representation. It would bring faster 
growing provinces, like Alberta, B.C. and the one in which I live, 
Ontario, closer to representation by population. 


As we have heard discussed here today by many members of 
Parliament, one of the founding principles of our founding fathers 
was to get as close as we could. We have drifted a bit away and this 
would help bring us back to that proportional representation, while 
still protecting the seats of slower growing provinces and providing 
seats to Quebec in proportion to its population. The new formula 
corrects a long-standing imbalance in democratic representation 
between different provinces across the country. 
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Last night, I had the opportunity to meet with a group of teachers 
from all the provinces and territories who were in town and, for the 
most part, they had a great interest. The ones who came to Ottawa 
obviously had some great interest in politics, or civics or history in 
the sense of our Parliament. As this was being debated yesterday, 
and some were here to hear some of this, it was a topic of 
conversation at dinner last night among many of those teachers. 
When we were talking about civics and history, the Ontario teachers 
‘were saying how they could relate it back and make some excitement 
for their students about the history around the founding of our 
country, the founding fathers of our country and the principles they 
tried to design Canada around. Now, here it is, some 140 some years 
later, and we are still talking about achieving representation by 
population. 


If I remember back to my grade 6 history. I was kind of nodding 
off on representation by population. It has taken a great interest in 
history through my life to try to get back to it. Our founding fathers 
did something really great when they created this place. It is really 
good to hear teachers whose passion it is to try to share that and 
actually get through to guys like Joe when he was there before. I was 
really pleased to have that conversation last night. It was so timely 
with the debate that we are having here today. 


In short, this is the best formula to move toward fair representation 
in a principled manner. It includes reasonable and long-standing 
updates to the timelines of the boundary readjustment process, which 
I spent a great deal of time talking about here, about how it happens 
after we pass the bill and how we really get to those new boundaries. 


The bill is both good and very long overdue. I hope all the hon. 
members in the House also agree and will support the bill to try to 
bring us a little closer to where our founding fathers started us out. 


Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I understand the member's position of supporting the 
government bill. It makes all the sense in the world: government 
member, government bill. 


The member is also an Ontarian, like myself. In the government's 
previous bill, there were three more seats for our province than there 
are in this bill. I would like to know if he would like to join with us 
other Ontarians in fighting, during committee review, to get Ontario 
the seats that would bring it even closer to rep by pop under the old 
bill than this one, because there were three more seats for Ontario? 
Ontario lost three seats in the move from the government's last bill to 
this one. 


Will the member join with us other Ontarians in fighting to get us 
those other three seats back? 


© (1635) 


Mr. Joe Preston: Mr. Speaker, the member for Hamilton Centre is 
a great addition to our committee whenever he is on there, and, of 
course, as we have heard, we need no microphone system when the 
member is there. He is really good at getting his point across in any 
way. 


I see a lot of Ontario members of Parliament sitting on this side 
and they do a fantastic job of representing their people. Perhaps, as 
he states, they are representing even more people than they should 
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but they do such a great job. Ontario is a far better province under 
this bill with 15 new seats. 


Mr. Scott Andrews (Avalon, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I listened with 
great interest when my colleague talked about gerrymandering and 
the influence that past practices have had on it. He introduced a new 
method of gerrymandering when he said that we were generally free 
of political interference. I would like my colleague to define what he 
means by generally free. 


He mentioned that the Speaker would have to play a role in 
appointing people to a commission. The last time I checked, the 
Speaker is a member of the Conservative Party and the Conservative 
caucus. Is this the type of generally free that the member is talking 
about when they go to the boundaries commission? 


Mr. Joe Preston: Mr. Speaker, I must point out the disrespect the 
member has just shown for the objectivity of the Speaker of the 
House of Commons. We just do not do that here. Our Speaker is 
elected by all members in the House, including that member, to act 
objectively. To impugn the motives of the Speaker is wrong. I expect 
you, Mr. Speaker, will somehow rule on a public flogging for that 
member because of that. 


As I mentioned in my speech, the Electoral Boundaries 
Commission is set up in an absolutely non-partisan way to ensure 
this is at arm's-length from this place. 


Even that member, with his disrespect for the Speaker, will get an 
opportunity to go before committee and talk about how his own 
riding's boundaries will look after it is done. 


We did not pull out the old Liberal book of gerrymandering and 
look up how to do it. We fixed it. 


Mr. Colin Carrie (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Health, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have been listening to this debate back 
and forth and I want to comment on the hypocrisy of the opposition 
here this afternoon. I know I cannot say whether a member is in the 
House or not, but if a count were taken, we would find less than a 
dozen here and even fewer are participating in this hugely important 
debate on one of the fundamental principles that our country was 
based on, representation by population. 


I come from Ontario and for years we have been under- 
represented. The truth of the hypocrisy here is that the opposition 
parties want to stall this legislation because they know that if they 
stall it right now there will be no change in the next election and we 
would have eight more years of under-representation. That is what 
those parties want for Ontario and the rest of this country. 


I want to ask my colleague, who believes in the fundamental 
principles of Canada, what could be the motivation of the opposition 
parties to stall representation by population, particularly for my 
province of Ontario. 


Mr. Joe Preston: Mr. Speaker, I would hate to put motive on hon. 
members of the House as to why they would do that. I will talk on 
the positive side. 
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This legislation that has been brought forward by the minister and 
will be voted on in the House would not only positively help my 
province and that member's province of Ontario, but it would also 
help Alberta, B.C. and all of Canada to get back to the reputation that 
our founding fathers brought forward, which is representation by 
population. We are going to get it. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. Sylvain Chicoine (Chateauguay—Saint-Constant, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I was listening to my hon. colleague from Elgin— 
Middlesex—London, who spoke about the need for proportional 
representation. We know that the four ridings in Prince Edward 
Island are protected by the Constitution because a province cannot 
have fewer members than senators. 


We also know that Quebec still has not signed the Constitution. 
The previous Conservative government attempted to remedy this 
situation by offering Quebec 25% of the seats. in this chamber. 


Does the member opposite realize that by continually lowering 
Quebec's representation in the House, he is providing Quebec 
secessionists with ammunition? Does he realize that? 


[English] 


Mr. Joe Preston: Mr. Speaker, I resemble that remark to when we 
talk about political weight in the House. 


As the member can speak for his province, I can speak for mine. 
In the election leading up to what brought us here as a majority 
government, I spent much time in coffee shops, on the doorsteps and 
at all-candidates meetings and when we talked about the 
representation of members of Parliament in Ontario, I was 
commended and certainly sent back here. I was commended on 
the job we were able to do, even with the large size of some of our 
constituencies. Many people in Ontario said that we should be fair 
with all of Canada and give Ontario what it needs, too. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I have a question for the hon. member for Elgin—Middlesex— 
London. 


First, just for historical fun, it turns out that the term 
“gerrymandering” is as old as the War of 1812. It occurred in the 
state of Massachusetts when Governor Elbridge Gerry managed to 
redistribute a riding so it resembled nothing so much as a 
salamander. 


As we add MPs, we are adding costs. I think the Canadian people 
are more concerned with the costs of this place than whether we have 
our own desks. 


Would it be possible to have a formula by which current members 
of Parliament accepted reductions to their own salaries as we added 
new members to this place? 


Mr. Joe Preston: Mr. Speaker, I will pass on the message that the 
member requires no salary to the Board of Internal Economy. 


The rest of us came here to do a job and we were sent here as 
equals, as equal members of Parliament, all 308 of us. Some of the 
members from Ontario represent 170,000 and some of the members 
in the House represent less than that. If there is an inequality, we 
need to fix that part first. 
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Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the hon. NDP member for Hamilton Centre 
suggested that the present bill before the House of Commons is three 
seats short for Ontario, as compared to the previous fair representa- 
tion bill that the government introduced in the last Parliament. 


In fact, that is the result of census data that has now come in and 
been applied in the same fair fashion as we had foreseen all along. 


The member across the way says that he will be fighting in the 
committee for three additional seats. Would the member explain how 
the NDP will amend census data in the committee on the fair 
representation bill? 


Mr. Joe Preston: Mr. Speaker, I can only suggest that the member 
for Hamilton Centre will do it loudly. 


kK * 


POINTS OF ORDER 
COMMENTS BY MEMBER FOR AVALON 


Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
want to draw to your attention that the comments made by the 
member for Avalon were disparaging comments about the 
impartiality of the Chair. 


I will quote from O'Brien and Bosc, chapter 13, page 615. It reads: 


Reflections must not be cast in debate on the conduct of the Speaker or other 
Presiding Officers. It is unacceptable to question the integrity and impartiality of a 
Presiding Officer and if such comments are made, the Speaker will interrupt the 
Member and may request the remarks be withdraw. Only by means of a substantive 
motion for which 48 hours’ written notice has been given, may the actions of the 
Chair be challenged, criticized and debated. Reflections on the character or actions of | 
the Speaker or other Presiding Officers have been ruled to be breaches of privilege. 


Mr. Speaker, I demand that the member for Avalon withdraw 
those remarks or you summon the Sergeant-at-Arms to have him 
removed. 
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): The Chair appreciates 
the intervention by the member for Selkirk—Interlake. If the 
member would like to involve himself at this point that would be 
acceptable but, if not, the Speaker will review the transcript of 
today's occurrence and will return to the House if necessary. 


Resuming debate. The hon. member Hamilton Centre. 


*** 


FAIR REPRESENTATION ACT 


The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-20, 
An Act to amend the Constitution Act, 1867, the Electoral 
Boundaries Readjustment Act and the Canada Elections Act, be 
read the second time and referred to a committee, and of the 
amendment. 


Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate the opportunity to join in the debate. 
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First, we will not be supporting the bill at second reading, 
primarily, for the very simple reason we believe the government bill 
is not as good as our bill. We like our bill. We think it would .be 
better for Canada and that is the message we carry into committee. If 
we support our own bill, why would we vote for the government bill 
at this stage? 


Comments were made along the way by myself and our leader that 
we were very much looking forward to what happened at committee. 
I want to underscore that point and that intent on our part. I heard the 
member earlier commenting about whether the member for Hamilton 
Centre was going to change the census and some other smart-alecky 
type of remarks. Perhaps that is the answer. It is as simple as there 
are new numbers. 


However, I know we have at least three different calculations 
going on at the same time and we are going to need some clarity 
around it. That is fine for the government. It has all the resources of 
government. All we really have as members on this side is 
committee. That is the closest we can get to match the horsepower 
of the government in terms of the lawyers, analysts and everything 
else that is available to whomever is in government at any time. 


One of the most important messages that I will carry on behalf of 
our caucus is the importance of committee studying this bill. It is 
important on any bill, but on this one, given that this is the file 
marked “Canada”, that we take the time to get it right. We do not 
want to take time such that we do not have things in place for the 
next election. We agree with the goal. I have told that personally to 
the minister. I have said that publicly. I reiterate it again. Regardless 
of whatever machinations we go through in this place on second 
reading and in the House and on voting, we have all kinds of games 
that go on all the time, often for reasons that are not even readily 
obvious. 


However, the fact remains that we want to get to committee. We 
want to do the work. Ideally, in the best world outcome, would it not 
be great if all the parties, or at least a majority of the parties, could 
agree rather than a situation where, like we saw with the Auditor 
General hiring, only the government carries the day and uses the 
weight of its might. Let us remember that might still comes from a 
very undemocratic place, perfectly legitimate and democratic to the 
extent it follows our rules, but there is no sense of natural justice or 
democracy when 39% of the vote gets 100% of the power. 


I take at face value the comments of my colleague from Elgin— 
Middlesex—London. He is a fantastic chair. He commented on the 
work we do, and I have been spending a fair bit of time on that 
committee, dealing with the Chief Electoral Officer's report, with all 
the changes to the laws. We hope the minister in some way, by 
standing in his place and commenting, or by sending a message, or 
talking to me or talking to our House leader, could indicate that we 
really will go into committee with the same type of attitude that 
currently prevails when deal with the electoral commissioner's 
report. At that committee, we really have give and take. When we 
cannot agree on something, we put it later on in the agenda. We all 
do a little homework and we actively try to find how we can all put a 
little wine in our water to reach a point where we can agree on fair 
rules for elections. 
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If we can do it for that, then I would go so far as to implore the 
government to be serious in that same way, as opposed to what 
happens at some committees where the 100% might of the 39% vote 
walks into committees, says this is the way it will be and, no matter 
what anyone says, rams it through with their majority. If that is what 
the Conservatives do with this bill, then I would be disappointed and 
they would do a great disservice to the file marked “Canada”. We 
could all do better than that in continuing to build and strength 
Canada. 
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I assume the vote is still on track to happen this evening and we 
will be voting against the bill for the simple reason that we like our 
bill better. Why would we vote for the government bill? 


However, once we get into committee, as far as we are concerned, 
we are ready to hit a reset button. We would then have two pieces of 
legislation and a committee of people with goodwill. Maybe we 
could then begin to see if there were some way to close the gap 
between the differences. 


For instance, members will remember that when the government 
brought in its first two bills, it did not have any seats for Quebec. 
However, we now see in this bill less seats for Ontario and B.C. If 
that is because of a calculation, fine, we will listen. 


Again, there are at least three different calculations going on. 
There is one calculation based on using the 2006 census numbers, 
which the government had been using previously. There is the 2011 
census that will be received in February 2012. However, in Bill 
C-20, the government does not use census numbers in the equation. I 
am not saying that it is a bad thing or a good thing, I am just saying 
that it is a new thing that we need to have some explanation and 
discussion on in committee. 


Instead of using a census number, the government is now using 
the estimated provincial population estimates. However, I am no 
lawyer and I do not necessarily know what that means. Maybe it is a 
good improvement and the government may be applauded for 
bringing in a better formula, but maybe not. I do not know. 


I just know that when the Conservatives finally came up with the 
notion that they had to be more respectful to Quebec then they had 
been, suddenly they changed the formula. Does that mean they 
changed the formula to meet the mathematical outcome they 
wanted? I do not know, but we need answers to that. 


If the government is just going to come in to committee and ram 
things through, then the opposition is going to be given no 
opportunity to not only understand it, but maybe respond with a 
counter proposal as well. Again, these are things that would allow us 
to find a way to work together to get as close as we can to a single 
bill that we all might be able to support. Would that not be a win for 
everyone, especially for Canada? 


I will not dwell on this, but I want to take a second to talk about 
the Liberal position. I know questions are going to come during the 
questions and answers, and they are going to do what they do. They 
seem to have one note to play on this and they play it over and over. 
That is their right. I am not suggesting that they cannot do this, but I 
am suggesting that it is disappointing. 
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The Liberal Party can really take an awful lot of credit for much of 
what we have to be proud of because the Liberals were the 
government in many of those years. It is a historical fact that a lot of 
the things we are now building on were put in place by a Liberal 
government, not all of them, but a good bit of it. 


Certainly the current leader of the third party is a respected 
individual who has history on the national file, not only as a national 
leader but as a provincial leader. The member for Saint-Laurent— 
Cartierville is a well-regarded academic expert on matters of 
constitution, regardless of how one feels about the Clarity Act. I 
know it is not loved unanimously, nonetheless it was an important 
piece of our Canadian history in building and strengthening our great 
country. 


I use those two members as an example because I am saying 
positive things about the Liberals. They are important contributors to 
a national debate, whether one agrees with them or not. However, I 
am disappointed because all I have heard so far is the cost. However, 
that is real, especially at a time such as this economic era. 
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I think back to the Liberal governments of the past. Would they 
have led with that issue and said that the most important thing in 
terms of building Canada was to keep the costs down, like that was 
the priority? It is always important, but is it really the priority this 
time? 


The Liberals suggest that we cap and then look at proportional 
representation. I am just happy when Liberals say the words 
“proportional representation”. It is a good start. It is an intriguing 
idea, but it feels more like an escape hatch than a new idea because it 
allows the Liberals to stand on one piece of ground, and that is the 
cost and how big this place will be. Again, it is an issue but that is it. 


When the leader of the third party was the premier of Ontario, he 
played a significant historical role in the Charlottetown accord, 
notwithstanding the outcome was not as good as I am sure he and 
others hoped. It was in the Charlottetown accord where the first 
notion of a percentage floor of Quebec's seats, in terms of its political 
weight, would be maintained going forward, no matter what. That 
number was 25%. Now it is interesting that not only was the leader 
of the third party a signatory to that agreement, but the prime 
minister of the day was a Conservative. 


If this notion of providing that kind of a guarantee is so un- 
Canadian, is just pandering to the province of Quebec and is 
loosening the ties that create our country, if that is what is wrong 
with our coming out with 24.35% and tying it to the day that we all 
stood unanimously in this place and proudly recognized the 
Québécois as a recognized nation within a united Canada, we 
believe it is building and strengthening Canada. It is certainly 
showing Quebec the same respect that the prime minister of the day 
and those premiers unanimously agreed would be a component of 
the Charlottetown Accord. 


I raise that because I would like to hear what the leader of the third 
party thinks about the notion of 24.35%. Given that he was a 
signatory to 25%, I would like him to do exactly the same thing. I 
would very much like to hear more from the third party on what it 
thinks about the bill, the seats and the formula. Maybe we will hear 


Government Orders 


from it and I will stand corrected, which would be great. However, 
we have not heard a lot. All I have really heard is the Liberals found 
this ground of the cost because people were concerned about it. It is 
part of being a parliamentarian. We defend what we believe in. We 
know that.democracy can be slow, tedious, messy and expensive, but 
it is still better than any other system around. Therefore, we are 
wedded to it and we want to make it work. We see the expense as an 
investment in Canada, an investment in strengthening Canada. I ask 
my colleagues to remember that if Canada were easy to build, 
everyone would have one. It is not. It is a difficult country to build. 


Let me underscore the importance of the committee, and I will end 
on that. It is close to where I began. So much work needs to be done 
there. The member for Elgin—Middlesex—London cannot do much 
more than what he did, which is to say he is looking forward to 
chairing that kind of a meeting. However, the member does not have 
the power to say that is the way it will be. That will have to come 
from on high. I know it is a shock to my colleague's ego but I am 
sure he will survive it. 


Truly, honestly and sincerely we need some indication from the 
government that it will approach it the same we are looking at 
reviewing the election laws. I applaud the government, the chair and 
everyone on that committee because it is good work and I enjoy it. It 
is challenging but in a positive way, where we are all trying to find 
how we can work together rather than how we can be the strongest, 
apart, fighting one another. After 26 years in politics, I find that a lot 
more fulfilling than going into our respective corners and starting to 
politically shoot. 


® (1700) 


Regardless of the machinations of today—the speeches, the give 
and take and the cut and thrust of what happens in this place—given 
the importance, we are hopeful that when we get to committee, it 
will be meaningful, real give-and-take discussions and work. 


If it is the other approach, in which the Conservatives just say, 
“This is our bill. We are not changing anything. We do not care if 
you do not like it. Take the time that you get to speak, and when you 
are done bothering us with your words, then we are going to utilize 
the 100% of power that we got with 39% of the vote. We are going 
to shut you down and we are going to dictate what is going to 
happen”, that attitude has nothing to do with building Canada. What 
is needed is co-operation and respect for each other, for all our 
provinces and for everyone's rightful place in our country. 


Let us get to work. When we are finished the politics of the voting 
and debating today, I urge the Conservatives to signal that they want 
to entertain meaningful discussions to get as close as possible to, 
ideally, one bill that we could all support, so that even if we are in 
disagreement at some point, the overall exercise would leave Canada 
stronger than when we started on the bill. 
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With that, Mr. Speaker, I will end my remarks. Thank you again 
for the opportunity. ; 


Hon. Tim Uppal (Minister of State (Democratic Reform), 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member talked about getting the bill to 
committee and working in committee. We agree that is a good idea, 
but I would like to remind the hon. member that after just one hour 
of debate, it was the NDP that proposed a motion for the bill not to 
pass second reading and not to go to committee. It was actually the 
NDP that tried to stall the bill. 


The hon. member mentioned the bill from the NDP. He did not 
talk about the numbers. The NDP's proposal would bring about 10 
more seats to Quebec. Why is he opposed to the proposal we brought 
forward? It is a fair proposal, fair for all provinces, that would bring 
every province closer to representation by population and would 
have Quebec at equal representation to the population: with 23% of 
the population, Quebec would have 23% of the seats in the House of 
Commons. 


Why is the hon. member opposed to fairness for all provinces? 


Mr. David Christopherson: Mr. Speaker, first I want to thank the 
minister for staying for my remarks and for rising and responding. I 
appreciate his respect and his courtesy. 


My answer would be very directly to him and the government: 
why are they not prepared to give effect to the unanimous motion 
that we passed and show the kind of respect that gives meaning to 
that by recognizing, first of all, it is not just about Quebec? It is also 
about other provinces; they are not up to their full representation by 
population either, so there is work undone whether the bill passes or 
not. There is still some work to be done. 


Why are the member and his government not prepared to show 
Quebec the respect that it deserves, recognizing that all it is trying to 
do is survive assimilation in Canada? They want to be strong within 
Canada, because if they are strong within Canada, they are strong 
within North America. 


We have already recognized that we do not want that culture to be 
lost, so why are the Conservatives not prepared to step up to the plate 
and show leadership on nation building and the kind of respect that 
we showed when we voted unanimously for that motion? 


Mr. Parm Gill (Brampton—Springdale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank the hon. member for Hamilton Centre for his very 
passionate speech, but I also must say that he hurt my feelings during 
his: speech when he said that he would not be supporting the 
government bill. 


Earlier in the day I spent half an hour here making my speech and 
answering questions. I thought I had all the opposition members 
convinced, but obviously that was not the case. We still have some 
time. I am hoping that the opposition members see the light at the 
end of the tunnel. 


In my riding of Brampton—Springdale and other ridings in the 
GTA, there is a huge representation gap. I heard that during the 
campaign. | still hear that today, and I think the bill the government 
is proposing does everything that it needs to do. It obviously moves 
provinces a lot closer to representation by population. 


I would like to plead once again to the opposition members to 
please reconsider and to support the government in the bill. Let us 
move forward with it. 


@ (1705) 


Mr. David Christopherson: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague 
for his question and for its tone. It is very much appreciated. 


Let us recognize that if this legislation were perfect, we would not 
need this debate, but huge problems remain. We have problems 
related to our Constitution. We cannot disassociate them, especially 
when the government is about to pass a bill requiring that senators be 
elected. B.C. is woefully unrepresented in the Senate. Where is the 
remedy? 


To suggest that the bill is the be-all and end-all is just not the case. 
It is a good start and it moves closer to where our bill was, so 
obviously we feel better about it than previous government bills, but 
it does not do enough. It could do more, and that is why the 
emphasis is on committee. 


I accept the member's conundrum over why I am saying that about 
the committee and saying that the second reading vote is going to 
happen the way it is. I do not mean to be condescending, but after 
being around here for a while, we realize that some things that 
happen here matter, while some things that happen here really 
matter; what really matters in this case is what happens when we get 
to committee, not the politics in this place today. 


Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I just want to point out to the member opposite that the 
recognition of Quebec's nationhood was not unanimous in the 
House. 


There is no constitutional principle that guarantees any provincial 
division in the House a certain number of seats. That was never the 
basis on which our Constitution of 1867 was struck. In fact, the very 
basis of Confederation was to solve that very problem in the old 
united Province of Canada, in which Canada West and Canada East 
administratively were each guaranteed 42 seats. Because that 
arrangement led to under-representation of Canada West in the 
House, George Brown, the leader of the Liberal Party at the time, 
demanded representation by population. 


The solution was found. It was a federal system of government 
with two sovereign orders of government, one federal and one 
provincial. At the federal level, the House of Commons would be 
representative of its population. No particular provincial division 
would be guaranteed any particular percentage of seats in the House, 
as it was in the old case of the united Province of Canada for which 
this legislature was built. 


Mr. David Christopherson: Mr. Speaker, I grant that the hon. 
member is very knowledgeable in this area, but let us remember that 
the founding fathers did not talk about an elected Senate, which the 
Conservative government seems quite comfortable in doing now. 


Let us remember that this whole notion of a permanent base of 
weighted seats in the House was contained in the Charlottetown 
Accord. I remind that member that it was his party's prime minister 
who led that document. There was unanimous agreement. 


November 3, 2011 


COMMONS DEBATES 


2943 


I stand corrected on the other one, and I will not use that term 
again. I will use the correct term. É 


The fact remains that there was unanimity by the Progressive 
Conservative prime minister of the day and every premier of the 
provinces and territories. True, it did not hold, but I am pointing out 
that there was a moment in time when that idea was accepted as an 
important part of continuing the job of building Canada and 
strengthening Canada. 


(1710) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe (Pierrefonds—Dollard, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I greatly appreciated the beginning of the 
hon. member's speech, when he talked about a bill that seems to be a 
good start but also about the suggestions made by the other parties. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Order, please. If 1 am 
not mistaken, there is a problem with the interpretation. It is working 
now? Okay. 


The hon. member for Pierrefonds—Dollard. 


Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe: Mr. Speaker, let me start 
again. I greatly appreciated the beginning of the hon. member's 

. speech, when he talked about a bill that seems to be a good start but 
also about the suggestions made by the other parties—all the 
alternatives and all the improvements that could be made to this bill 
—that deserve to be examined in a non-partisan way by a committee. 


Unfortunately, the questions that the hon. member has been asked 
to this point have not necessarily demonstrated an interest in debate 
but, rather, have served to criticize the position of the opposition. 


Could the hon. member repeat the importance of holding real, 
non-partisan debates in committee and share with us some of the 
suggestions made by the other parties that could inform the debate? 


[English] 


Mr. David Christopherson: Mr. Speaker, it says a lot that it is 
one of the newest, youngest members from Quebec who is 
underscoring my message as a former Ontario cabinet minister that 
we want to work on this together. We have a policy of 24.35%; we 
believe in that and we are going to fight for it and defend it, but the 
fact remains that we go in willing to talk and willing to put all 
matters on the table. 


I am so glad the member underscored the point that it is not just 
me and it is not just a political message: it really is what this entire 
caucus wants to do. No one in the House, and certainly no one in my 
caucus in the official opposition, believes that anything less than the 
file marked “Canada” is the top priority for all of us. 


I do not have time to get into the kinds of details we might 
propose, but we would be quite willing to entertain ideas from all 
members from all parties. In this discussion the key word, as my 
colleague said, is “non-partisan”. Let us do the job for Canadians, 
not for our parties, when we— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Questions and 
comments. 


The hon. member for Kitchener—Conestoga. 
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Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it is good to work with my hon. colleague on the Standing 
Committee on Procedure and House Affairs. We do have great 
discussions there on the Chief Electoral Officer's report. All of us 
want to work in a collaborative way in the House, and our committee 
has certainly demonstrated that under the great leadership of our 
chair. 


I think my colleague would agree that we have been working on 
this election report for probably a year and a half. It has been a long 
time. We have had good discussions, but unless there is something 
done about representation, we will go back to the status quo. We are 
under a tight timeline. Our Chief Electoral Officer has indicated that 
quite clearly, in writing and in person. 


I am wondering if the member is actually prepared to let 
discussions, as he calls them, bog down and end up with the status 
quo, as opposed to moving ahead with what is a very fair bill. 
Canadians can support this bill. 


Mr. David Christopherson: Mr. Speaker, sometimes we develop 
friendships in this place. Clearly this is one of them, and I thank my 
hon. colleague for his remarks. 


I would point out a couple of things. One is that although it has 
been a year or so, let us remember that we adjourned that study many 
times and moved on to other things because other priorities came to 
the committee, so it was not a full year. 


I think the member is hoping to get from me a clear indication that 
we are not looking to be obstructionist about the bill. He wants to 
hear from me that if we end up with the status quo, the government 
would have failed; however, collectively, we all would have. I would 
still blame the government, because it has all the power, but 
collectively we all would have failed. 


On behalf of our caucus and our leader, I reiterate that our goal is 
to go in and do that kind of work. Yes, we are prepared to put in 
whatever hours it takes. If we want to travel and talk to Canadians in 
every corner, we are prepared to do that, but we very directly 
recognize that there is a limit to how long we can go. We are open- 
minded as to what that is, but we want to maximize the time 
necessary to do the work to ultimately arrive at the best bill possible 
with the broadest support in the House. 


@ (1715) 


Ms. Wai Young (Vancouver South, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the member opposite for having given us great encouraging words 
today. Working together, he understands that we are moving toward 
fair representation. It sounds very hopeful that members opposite 
will support this bill. 
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I am very pleased to speak to Bill C-20, fair representation act. I 
am honoured to be the member of Parliament for Vancouver South, 
one of the most diverse ridings in all of Canada. Approximately 75% 
of those whom I have the privilege of representing in this place are 
of Chinese, South Asian, Filipino and Vietnamese descent. Not only 
are we diverse, we are large with a population of 125,000 in 
Vancouver South, many of whom are new Canadians and have been 
under-represented, as all British Columbians have been for some 
time. 


Our government received a strong mandate from Canadians to 
move toward fair representation in the House of Commons. The 
people of Vancouver South and British Columbia, in fact Canadians 
from across this country, are excited because we are acting. 


Bill C-20, fair representation act is extremely important, 
completely necessary and very timely. This is because the people 
of Vancouver South, their families, friends and neighbours across 
British Columbia want fairer representation in this place. 


We, therefore, welcome this important bill which delivers on our 
government's long-standing commitment to move the House of 
Commons toward fair representation. In particular, the bill reflects 
the government's three distinct promises to provide fair representa- 
tion by: allocating an increased number of seats now and in the 
future to better reflect population growth in Ontario, British 
Columbia and Alberta; protecting the number of seats for smaller 
provinces,; and protecting the proportional representation of Quebec 
according to population. 


This bill provides the changes necessary to move British 
Columbians toward fair representation in this House. This bill is 
necessary because the representation of the provinces in this House 
is readjusted every 10 years. The formula has evolved considerably 
since Confederation, in which representation by population was the 
sole basis upon which seats were distributed. 


It has been adjusted on six occasions since Confederation to 
respond to demographic changes as our vast and diverse country 
grew and evolved. The changes to the formula have attempted to 
balance three competing objectives. 


First, to enable provinces with growing populations to have 
additional seats in accordance with the principle of representation by 
population. Second, to ensure the effective representation of smaller 
and slower growing provinces. Finally, to limit increases in the 
membership of the House of Commons to practical levels. 


It was the latter objective which provided the impetus for the last 
change to the formula in 1985. In response to the realization that the 
formula, which existed at the time, would result in very large 
increases to the size of the House of Commons, a decision was made 
to design a formula that would provide more modest increases to the 
size of the House. 


The 1985 formula allocates provincial seats by first determining 
what is called the electoral quotient, which is the population of the 
provinces divided by 279, which was the number of provincial seats 
allocated in the House of Commons in 1985. Each province's 
population is then divided by the electoral quotient to determine 
provincial seat allocation. 
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The second step in the formula is to apply two minimum seat 
guarantees, the Senate floor, which was added in 1915, guarantees 
that no province can have fewer seats in the House of Commons than 
it has senators, and the grandfather clause, added in 1985, which 
guarantees that no province can be allocated a number of seats that is 
less than the number of seats it had in 1985. 


By fixing the divisor at 279, the 1985 formula did have the desired 
effect of limiting the growth of provincial seats in the House of 
Commons. However, it also had a negative impact that worsened 
over time and that has led us to where we are now, where the faster 
growing provinces of Ontario, Alberta and British Columbia are 
significantly under-represented. 


Taken together, the effects of the 1985 formula and the two seat 
floors are significant. First, it means that all provinces, except 
Ontario, British Columbia and Alberta, rely on seat floors rather than 
population to maintain their seat count in the House. 


© (1720) 


Second, the formula allows the three faster growing provinces to 
get a proportional share of only 279 seats even though the House has 
expanded to 305 provincial seats since the 1980s with three 
additional seats for the territories, totalling 308, our current number. 


Third, the four seats for slower growing provinces, which are not 
based on population, further erode the relative representation of the 
faster growing provinces. As a result, the three faster growing 
provinces have become significantly under-represented in the House. 


For example, British Columbia has only 11.8% of the provincial 
seats while its share of the provincial population is over 13%. The 
situation in Ontario is even worse. Ontario has only 34.8% of the 
provincial seats while its share of the provincial population is over 
38%. 


The combined effect of fixing the divisor at 279 in combination 
with the existence of the seat guarantees has prevented the faster 
growing provinces from receiving a share of seats that is in line with 
their relative share of the population. The result has been to 
significantly increase the disparity between the provinces protected 
by seat guarantees and the faster growing provinces that do not 
benefit from the guarantees. 


Bill C-20 has been designed to bring those provinces closer to 
representation by population while at the same time protecting the 
seat counts of the slower growing provinces and ensuring that 
Quebec maintains a level of seats that is proportionate to its 
population. This bill was designed to deliver a fair and reasonable 
balance between the principles, while lessening or eliminating, to the 
greatest extent possible, the negative effects of the current formula. 
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The bill's key elements include many things, but before getting 
into a detailed explanation of the elements of the bill I would point 
out an important change related to the population figures that will be 
used to determine the allocation of seats by province. 


Whereas the decennial census figures were previously used to. 


determine the allocation of provincial seats, the bill proposes to 
require the use of population estimates as of July 1 of the year of the 
decennial census to determine the allocation of seats. The population 
estimates are considered the best data available because they are 
adjusted to account for the census net undercoverage, which is the 
extent to which persons who should have been enumerated but were 
not included in the census data. 


The net undercoverage for the 2006 census was 2.8% and varied 
from province to province. The lowest net undercoverage was in 
Quebec and in Newfoundland and Labrador at 1% each, while the 
highest provincial rates were 3.8% in Ontario, 3.5% in Alberta and 
2.9% in British Columbia. 


We can see from these higher undercoverage rates that even the 
census had a hand in furthering the under-representation of these 
three faster growing provinces. The population estimates are already 
used to determine the allocation of funding for the federal-provincial 
equalization program, the Canada health transfer, the Canada social 
transfer and the territorial formula financing. 


Using the population estimates also provides certainty on the 
provincial seat numbers whereas census figures will not be available 
until February of 2012. 


The updated seat allocation formula contained in the fair 
representation act will move Ontario, British Columbia and Alberta 
toward fair representation while protecting the number of seats for 
slower growing provinces and ensuring that Quebec receives a 
number of seats proportionate to its population. 


The formula introduces a new concept that did not apply in the 
1985 formula, which we can call the representation rule. If a 
currently over-represented province becomes under-represented as a 
result of the application of the updated formula, additional seats will 
be allocated to that province so that its proportional representation 
according to its population is protected. This is a wordy concept, but 
it is fair and respects the principle of proportionate representation. 


Based on population projections, Quebec would be the first 
province to receive new seats in accordance with this provision, but 
it applies to all provinces who may find themselves in this situation. 


For the 2021 year and each subsequent readjustment, the bill 
provides that the electoral quotient will be increased by the simple 
average of provincial population growth rates from the preceding 
adjustment. 


@ (1725) 


The practical result of applying the new formula will be to add an 
additional 30 seats to the House of Commons, for a total of 338. This 
is 23 more seats than would have been added pursuant to the 1985 
formula. By introducing a readjustment formula that is more 
responsive to population size and trends, the fair representation act 
would move the House closer to fairer representation and maintain 
its growth over time in a more principled and accurate way. 
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This is especially important for fast growing areas of the faster 
growing provinces. We have heard how this would affect the Toronto 
area, but this is also important for the Vancouver area. My riding and 
the surrounding area is a large, dense and fast growing area. It is a 
magnet area for new Canadians and, as such, is especially affected 
by the shortcomings of the current formula. British Columbia, my 
home, would rightfully be a beneficiary of the principled changes to 
representation in the House that would take better account of our 
high rates of population growth now and into the future. 


In addition to the updated formula for allocating seats, Bill C-20 
also proposes amendments to the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment 
Act, which sets out the process for readjusting electoral boundaries 
within provinces once the allocation of the seats by province is 
known. The readjustment process would continue to be based on 
census results, which provide population counts at the geographic 
level that are necessary to accurately revise electoral boundaries. The 
existing provisions of the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act, 
that call for independent boundary commissions, decide on riding 
boundaries and names would remain unchanged. 


This process was established in 1964, changed slightly in 1979, 
and remains independent and impartial. I know the member for 
Saanich—Gulf Islands raised a question about this process recently. I 
can assure her that an impartial independent process would continue 
unchanged. 


~ 


We are amending the timelines involved to streamline the process 
and ensure that Canadians would be more fairly represented as soon 
as possible. The bill does not propose any changes to the 
parliamentary review process, where members have the opportunity 
to bring forward their concerns about the boundary readjustments 
proposed in the initial reports from the commissions. 


The fair representation act would fulfill our government's long- 
standing commitment to move toward fair representation. It would 
bring the faster growing provinces of Ontario, Alberta and British 
Columbia closer to representation by population while protecting the 
seats of slower growing provinces and providing seats to Quebec in 
proportion to its population. 


The new formula corrects a long-standing imbalance in demo- 
cratic representation among the different provinces of our federation. 
In short, it is the best formula to move toward fair representation in a 
principled manner. I hope all hon. members of the House will also 
agree and support this bill in order to restore fair representation in the 
House. 
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Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I am very impressed and wish to thank the hon. the member for 
addressing so directly a concern that I raised in question period. I 
very much hope that the commission would function in a non- 
partisan manner and only wish to confirm that I would never have 
raised a concern at all had the idea of redistribution for electoral 
advantage not emerged in the Conservative Party's Saanich—Gulf 
Islands newsletter. I am very relieved and I thank the member for her 
assurances. 


Ms. Wai Young: Mr. Speaker, I would like to acknowledge the 
comments of the member opposite and assure her, as I said in my 
speech, that, indeed, the commission would be independent and 
impartial. 

@ (1730) 

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the reality today is that this House of Commons does not 
reflect the makeup of Canada. The reality is that only 10% of this 
House of 308 members come from visible minority communities, 
when in fact today one in five Canadians is a visible minority. The 
fact is that if we look at the 30 most densely populated ridings in this 
country, 15 of them have visible minority populations greater than 
25%, and most of those ridings are in the regions of Toronto, 
Vancouver, Calgary and Edmonton. That is why we must pass this 
bill. Otherwise, the problem will only get worse. 


Statistics Canada is reporting on the galloping heterogeneity of 


Canada. By 2031, in a short 20 years, one in three Canadians will be’ 


a visible minority and almost half the population will be either 
foreign born or born to a foreign parent. That is why this bill is so 
important. We need to ensure that we add seats to regions like 
Toronto and Vancouver, in ridings in areas like that of the member 
for Vancouver South, to ensure that this democratic House which 
should be representative of the population reflects the makeup of 
Canada today and the makeup of Canada tomorrow. 


I am wondering if the member for Vancouver South could tell us 
how this bill will ensure that new Canadians and Canadians across 
the country would be better reflected in the makeup of this chamber. 


Ms. Wai Young: Mr. Speaker, indeed it is true that across Canada 
our diversity is growing. We are becoming more and more diverse, 
but that diversity is being represented less and less. With the addition 
of 30 seats to this House, we would have better and fairer 
representation. That would add 15 seats in Ontario, 6 seats in Alberta 
and 6 seats in British Columbia. Certainly my constituents in 
Vancouver South look forward to fairer representation. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe (Pierrefonds—Dollard, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I heard my colleague conclude her speech by 
saying that she hopes all hon. members will support the bill. 


I am wondering if she hopes that all members, from all parties, 
will always be 100% supportive of whatever the Conservative Party 
proposes, without asking any questions, or if she would like all the 
parties to be able to work together to propose bills that really 
represent all regions of Canada. 


If the second hypothesis is true, I wonder if the member also 
hopes that the committee will be open to examining proposals from 
all parties in order to improve the bill. 
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[English] 


Ms. Wai Young: Mr. Speaker, I would like to reiterate a comment 
that was made earlier, in that we did receive some fairly stringent 
timelines from Elections Canada to move forward on this bill. 
Therefore, given that situation and given we have already heard 
where our population across Canada is, I strongly encourage 
members of this House to support this bill. If we do not, that would 
mean for another decade the constituents of Vancouver South and of 
other ridings across Canada would be under-represented. I certainly 
know my constituents do not want that. They want to move toward 
fair representation. They support this bill and I ask all members to 
support it as well. 


Mr. Mark Strahl (Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon is a beautiful riding of 30,000 
square kilometres. About 120,000 people live there. 


I want to thank the member from British Columbia for her 
excellent speech where she laid out the formula we have undertaken 
in this bill, with six new seats for British Columbia. We are 
delivering on the promises we ran on in the election campaign. I 
would like her to expand on the necessity for us as British 
Columbians to support the six additional seats, what it would mean 
to.B.C., and why we need to pass this bill quickly so we can ensure 
that when we next go to the polls, British Columbia voters will be 
represented in numbers closer to representation by population. 


Ms. Wai Young: Mr. Speaker, as we have already heard, British 
Columbia, Alberta and Ontario are drastically under-represented and 
have been for some time, decades I think I could say. Given that our 
population projections anticipate that the numbers will increase, 
under-representation will only get worse. 


I am looking forward to six new seats being added for British 
Columbia. That would mean that instead of having, as we heard from 
the member for Brampton West, a constituency of 170,000 people, it 
would become far more manageable with a constituency of 
approximately 111,000 people. This is a great thing for Canada. It 
is a huge step forward in terms of fairer representation. We will get 
there in the next decennial. I would urge all members to support this 
bill. 


@ (1735) 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I have been 
listening to the debate in the House. It has been interesting. There 
have been pros and cons presented and I have been listening to these 
arguments. This is a really important issue. It is something that needs 
debate and discussion in the House. It is something that also needs to 
go to committee so we can bring in some experts to talk to us about 
their thoughts on the bill. 
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There is one particular issue that struck me, and it has been raised 
in the House. That is that there has not been much consultation with 
the provinces on this issue. In fact, I do not think there was any 
consultation with the provinces. There has been discussion in the 
media about the bill and about this issue, yet I have seen very little 
from any of the premiers or representatives from the provinces. That 
is a big problem, one which maybe we could address at committee. 
Maybe we could invite those elected officials from the provinces and 
provincial governments to committee. 

It is a big problem because we need input from the provinces on 
this, because we come from our home communities, our ridings, nos 
circonscriptions. These are located in provinces. They are located in 
regions and our ability or inability to properly represent ‘our 
constituents, nos concitoyens, is linked very much to our provincial 
identities as well. 


I am not trying to make an argument for regional representation in 
the House. That is what the other house is for. That is why we have 
the Senate. That is not my argument at all, but I do think that strong 
consultation needs to be had with the provinces, provincial 
governments, premiers and elected officials. We need to remember 
the original founding principles that even created this House, created 
our ridings and seat distribution in the House. 


If we think about it, the House in its makeup is a direct rejection of 
representation by population. It is, quite frankly. When it was first 
conceived of for example, P.E. I. knew how to do it. P.E.I. wrote it 
right in that it would get four seats. Right from day one when the 
House sat for the first time, it was an explicit rejection of direct 
representation by population. We need to remember that. We need to 
consider the impact on the provinces and on regions, even if it is not 
regional representation we are actually overtly considering here in 
the House. 


Another thing I would like to raise is that this bill is called an act 
for fair representation. There was some very interesting comment 
from my colleague across the aisle, the member for Wellington— 
Halton Hills, about the realities of the House, the realities that 
Canadians are not being fairly represented in a lot of ways, 
especially when we look around. The composition of the House has 
changed dramatically since the last election. We see many more 
faces from different backgrounds. We see more women. We see 
visible minorities, ethnic minorities, people from different types of 
communities that historically have not been represented in the 
House. 


My colleague brought up the point that with the addition of more 
seats, especially in some of the cities where we do see more diverse 
populations, maybe it will flow naturally that the House will be more 
diverse. I disagree with that sentiment. 


If we are talking about an act for fair representation, it is time for 
us to raise the issue in the House of a different kind of representation 
altogether. Maybe we need to look at systems of proportional 
representation. Maybe we need to look at systems where we could 
have different communities, overtly, consciously or specifically 
represented in the House, because really, there is much more to 
having a healthy democracy than the number of seats in the House. 


Government Orders 


We have to look at the health of our democracy on any number of 
fronts. What are the barriers to getting here? What are the social or 
structural barriers to getting to this place? 


@ (1740) 


These barriers affect the ability of women, visible or ethnic 
minorities, Canadian expatriates, persons with disabilities, persons in 
the LGBTQ community, and aboriginal Canadians from fully 
participating in government and this form of democratic decision 
making. If we have a bill called the fair representation act, should we 
not consider these kinds of ideas and look at these barriers? What 
steps can we take to improve our democracy? What other areas do 
we have to look at for improvement? 


Last March it was thrilling to see Canada ratify the United Nations 
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. That was a 
proud day. There is one section of the convention, article 29, that 
says that persons with disabilities are guaranteed political rights and 
an ability to participate on an equal basis with all others. This is 
something that came up in my riding, first in theory but then in 
practice in the last election. 


That section talks about the ability of people with disabilities to 
participate fully in the democratic process, yet there are still huge 
challenges for people with visual and physical impairments at the 
ballot box because we do not have national standards for 
accessibility when it comes to the ballot box. 


I was alerted to this issue by a constituent of mine, Helen 
McFadyen, who said that she did not have the right to a secret ballot. 
Helen has a visual impairment. She always tells me that she is blind. 
When she goes into the ballot box, someone reads her the names and 
helps her out. This is nice in theory, but as she says, she does not 
have the right to a secret ballot. She is not afforded the dignity of 
being able to go in and make that decision on her own. 


Even with something as simple as casting a ballot, marking that_X, 
we are not respecting the dignity of some people. We are not 
allowing those people to engage with the democratic process in a 
way that respects their dignity. I believe that people who are visually 
impaired need to be able to vote independently. They need to be able 
to vote secretly, if that is what they want to do. 


Canadians also need to be able to ratify their own vote no matter 
what country they may be living in, and I raise that for a reason. In 
talking about fairer representation, another very interesting issue has 
come out of my community work. It concerns expatriates, Canadian 
citizens who are not living in Canada. 


Members may be surprised to know, and I did not realize this until 
I received a call from someone, that if a Canadian has been living 
outside Canada for more than five years, that person cannot vote in a 
federal election. It is hard to believe. 


A friend of mine, someone I went to school with at York 
University, called me about this. I thought he was wrong, but when I 
checked, I found that he was right. This call took place during the 
election. I told him there was nothing I could do about it at that time 
and I did not think I would be able to help him get his right to vote 
for that election. I said we should look at this issue of democratic 
reform in a more robust way, when the election was over, and try to 
figure out a solution for the future. 
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When we talk about fair representation, how can we limit it to the 
issue of seats in the House? How can we just say that if we have 
three more seats for one province or six more seats for another 
province that we end up with fair representation? It is not as simple 
as that. 


I would love to see us take this opportunity to think about truly 
fair representation. There are Canadian citizens living abroad who 
cannot vote in our elections, but our laws have an impact on them 
nonetheless even though they are not living in Canada. Some of our 
House procedures have an impact on them. A number of expatriates 
signed a petition to say that this is not something they agree with and 
that the Elections Act should be changed. Believe it or not, I cannot 
submit the petition because they are not residents of Canada. 


I see my time for debate is coming to an end. I hope to continue 
this debate on another occasion. 


@ (1745) 


The Speaker: It being 5:45, pursuant to an order made earlier 
today, it is my duty to interrupt the proceedings and put forthwith 
‘every question necessary to dispose of the second reading stage of 
the bill now before the House. 


The question is on the amendment. Is it the pleasure of the House 
to adopt the amendment? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
Some hon. members: No. 


The Speaker: All those in favour of the amendment will please 
say yea. 


Some hon. members: Yea. 

The Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay. 
Some hon. members: Nay. 

The Speaker: In my opinion the nays have it. 

Some hon. members: On division. 


The Speaker: I declare the amendment negatived. 
(Amendment negatived) 


The Speaker: The next question is on the main motion. Is it the 
pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
Some hon. members: No. 


The Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will please say 
yea. 


Some hon. members: Yea. 

The Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay. 
Some hon. members: Nay. 

The Speaker: In my opinion the yeas have it. 

And five or more members having risen: 


The Speaker: Call in the members. 


@ (1825) 


(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the 
following division:) 


(Division No. 53) 


YEAS 
Members 
Adams Adler 
Aglukkaq Albas 
Albrecht Alexander 
Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) Allison 
Ambler Ambrose 
Anders Anderson 
Armstrong Aspin 
Baird Bateman 
Benoit Bernier 
Bezan Blaney 
Block Boughen 
Braid Breitkreuz 
Brown (Leeds—Grenville) Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) 
Brown (Barrie) Butt 
Calandra Calkins 
Cannan Carmichael 
Carrie Chisu 
Chong Clarke 
Clement Daniel 
Davidson Dechert 
Del Mastro Devolin 
Dreeshen Duncan (Vancouver Island North) 
Dykstra Fantino 
Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) Fletcher 
Galipeau Gallant 
Gill Glover 
Goguen Goldring 
Goodyear Gosal 
Gourde Grewal 
Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) Hawn 
Hayes Hiebert 
Hillyer Hoback 
Hoeppner Holder 
James Jean 
Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's) 
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Kent 
Kerr Komarnicki 
Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) Lake 
Lauzon Leef 
Leitch Lemieux 
Leung Lizon 
Lobb Lukiwski 
Lunney MacKay (Central Nova) 
MacKenzie May 
Mayes McColeman 
McLeod Menegakis 
Merrifield Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam) 


Moore (Fundy Royal) 
Norlock 
O'Neill Gordon 
Paradis 
Penashue 
Preston 
Rajotte 

Reid 
Richards 
Rickford 
Saxton 
Seeback 
Shipley 
Sopuck 
Stanton 
Strahl 

Tilson 

Toews 
Trottier 
Uppal 

Van Kesteren 
Vellacott 
Warawa 
Watson 

Sky Country) 


Nicholson 
O'Connor 
Opitz 
Payne 
Poilievre 
Raitt 
Rathgeber 
Rempel 
Richardson 
Ritz 
Schellenberger 
Shea 
Smith 
Sorenson 
Storseth 
Sweet 
Toet 

Trost 
Tweed 
Valcourt 
Van Loan 
Wallace 
Warkentin 
Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to 
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Weston (Saint John) Wilks 
Williamson Wong 
Woodworth Yelich 
Young (Oakville) Young (Vancouver South) 
Zimmer- — 151 
NAYS 
Members 
Allen (Welland) Andrews 
Atamanenko Aubin 
Ayala Bélanger 
Bellavance Bennett 
Benskin Blanchette 
Blanchette-Lamothe Boivin 
Brahmi Brison 
Brosseau Byrne 
Caron Charlton 
Chicoine Choquette 
Christopherson Comartin 
Côté Cotler 
Cuzner : Day 
Dionne Labelle Donnelly 
Doré Lefebvre Duncan (Etobicoke North) 
Easter Eyking 
Fortin Fry 
Garrison Giguère 
» Goodale Harris (Scarborough Southwest) 
Harris (St. John's East) Hsu 
Hughes Jacob 
Kellway Lamoureux 
Lapointe Larose . 
Latendresse LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard) 
Leslie Liu 
MacAulay Mai 
Marston Martin 


McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) 
Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine) 


Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) 
Morin (Laurentides—Labelle) 


Mourani Nantel 
Nicholls Nunez-Melo 
Pacetti Papillon 
Patry Péclet 
Perreault Plamondon 
Quach Ravignat 
Raynault Regan 
Rousseau Sandhu 
Scarpaleggia Sellah 


Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor) 
Sims (Newton—North Delta) 


Sitsabaiesan Stewart 

Stoffer Sullivan 

Thibeault Toone 

Tremblay Valeriote— — 86 
PAIRED 

Nil 


The Speaker: I declare the motion carried. Accordingly, the bill 
stands referred to the Standing Committee on Procedure and House 
Affairs. 


(Bill read the second time and referred to a committee) 


The Speaker: The House will now proceed to the consideration 
of private members’ business as listed on today's order paper. 


PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS 
[English] 


CRIMINAL CODE 


Mr. David Tilson (Dufferin—Caledon, CPC) moved that Bill 
C-217, An Act to amend the Criminal Code (mischief relating to war 
memorials), be read the second time and referred to a committee. 


Private Members' Business 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise on behalf of my 
constituents of Dufferin—Caledon to open the debate on my private 
member's bill, an act to amend the Criminal Code, which is mischief 
related to war memorials. 


The bill seeks to add significant penalties for anyone convicted of 
mischief against a war memorial, cenotaph or other structure 
honouring or remembering those who have served in our armed 
forces and those who have died as a consequence of war. The timing 
of this debate is particularly significant, given that we pause to 
honour our fallen and our veterans next week on Remembrance Day. 


Vandalism and defacement of a war memorial should not be 
tolerated in our great country. It is a duty of every Canadian citizen 
to respect those who have sacrificed their lives for our country. For 
those who do not share the same revered respect for members of our 
armed forces, there must be punishment. 


Bill C-217 would amend the Criminal Code to make a conviction 
punishable by a fine of not less than $1,000 on a first offence, 
imprisonment of not less than 14 days on a second offence and 
imprisonment of not less than 30 days on subsequent offences. 
Unfortunately, I feel these increased measures are necessary due to 
the increased amount of mischief against Canada's cenotaphs and 
monuments. 


In November 2008 in my constituency of Dufferin—Caledon, a 
cenotaph was desecrated within a week of its rededication. The town 
of Orangeville, the community where the cenotaph is located, spent 
nearly $2,000 repairing the newly restored monument just days 
before the annual Remembrance Day services. 


Regrettably this is not the only case of mischief against cenotaphs 
and monuments. This type of vandalism occurs all over the country 
and it is for the 41st Parliament to take action. It is most concerning 
that in the past few years there have been numerous incidents of war 
memorial vandalism across the country. It is time to take a stand 
against this desecration of our sacred memorials and punish those 
responsible for this type of destruction. 


Bill C-217 would place stiffer penalties on the vandalism of war 
memorials and hopefully force potential vandals to seriously 
reconsider defacing these important Canadian symbols of pride 
and honour. By allowing the Criminal Code to remain unchanged, 
we are doing a disservice to all those who have served in our wars 
and to all those who have sacrificed their lives so that our great 
country may remain free. The desecration of our war memorials 
must not continue. Vandals must face a harsher punishment to ensure 
that they will think twice before committing this type of violation. 


The following are some examples of this. 


In Kirkland Lake a teenager was charged with urinating on the 
Memorial Wall, but was able to attend a diversion program to allow 
the mischief charge to be dropped. 
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In Ottawa, our nation's capital, a man was found urinating on the 
National War Memorial on Canada Day. The charge was withdrawn 
after the: culprit issued a written apology to Canadian veterans, 
completed community service and donated a mere $200 to charity. 
After this unacceptable conduct, this criminal did not even have a 
mischief charge against him. This is simply unacceptable. 


It is obvious that these vandals do not think about what they are 
doing and have not thought about the blatant disrespect they display 
for these memorials. We must give them something to think about. 
Significant fines and weeks of imprisonment will complete this 
objective in a way that simple apology letters and deferment 
programs do not. 


Canadian citizens should be proud of their history and remain 
proud of the monuments honouring those who have given their lives 
so that we may remain free and not fearful that their monuments will 
be desecrated by thoughtless individuals. 


In Toronto vandals hooked up a chain to a concrete cross and 
using an all-terrain vehicle, pulled it from its perch on a cenotaph. 
This was the second time the cross had been stolen in less than a 
year. 


A very disturbing story was someone in Beamsville broke into the 
Konkle Mausoleum and empted an urn of ashes onto the ground. 
Though three people are buried in the mausoleum, it is likely that the 
ashes belonged to a War of 1812 veteran. 


In Waterloo police arrested three young people, ranging in age 
from 12 to 18, who were responsible for toppling between 300 and 
400 graves, many of which were graves of war veterans. 


@ (1830) 


We have heard of multiple cases in which our cherished war 
memorials and cenotaphs have been vandalized and disrespected. 
We must discourage such behaviour. Explicit punishments must be 
written into the Criminal Code for mischievous conduct to address 
these atrocious crimes. We have a duty to protect the memories of 
those who have sacrificed their lives so that we may continue to live 
freely in our great country. These memorials and what they represent 
command our utmost respect and efforts to preserve and protect 
them. Canadian citizens also deserve to know that conduct as this 
will not be tolerated in any way. 


In a most disturbing case, on the morning of this past September 
25, a Canadian Forces veteran who served in Afghanistan discovered 
fresh sprayed-painted graffiti tags on the monument at Girouard Park 
on Sherbrooke Street in Montreal's Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine 
neighbourhood. This was the second time in less than 18 months this 
beautiful monument had been defaced. What a slap in the face for 
the Canadian Forces member to have been the one to discover such 
disrespect. City workers later had to remove the offending graffiti at 
a cost of several thousand dollars. 


Our country's bravest deserve much better. They have fought and 
died for our country and, therefore, deserve our utmost respect. We 
have an obligation to protect and preserve their dignity. Canadians as 
a whole deserve to know that we take our war memorials seriously 
and that we understand the significance they embody. 


It is time for Parliament to take a stand against mischief relating to 
war memorials. The use of fines and imprisonment will convey this 
message to those who appear to have no respect for our armed forces' 
veterans and those who have made the ultimate sacrifice. Anyone 
who wilfully damages or desecrates a war memorial should face stiff 
consequences. We owe it to our men and women in uniform to 
protect these revered memorials. 


The 200th anniversary of the War of 1812 will be upon us next 
year. As Canadians, we are extremely proud of the role that our great 
country played and we will soon be celebrating this important 
anniversary, often at the feet of our war memorials and cenotaphs. 
We must ensure that these memorials will still be beautiful for our 
ceremonies rather than desecrated-by vandals on the eve of the 
services. 


Following the anniversary for the War of 1812, the 100th 
anniversary of World War I will occur. Canada played an immense 
role in this war and this anniversary will be a time to remember all 
those who died defending our country and democracy. Numerous 
memorials throughout the country have been erected to honour those 
who fought in World War I. Parliament must help to ensure that these 
memorials remain untouched by vandalism. 


With these important events around the corner, this is an 
opportune time to pass this legislation to protect and preserve those 
symbols to the best of our ability and this bill would do just that. 


We all know someone who has fought for our great country: a 
father, a grandfather, a son, a daughter, a husband, a wife, a friend. 
We appreciate these men and women for the dedication they have 
shown to our country and for their willingness to fight abroad for our 
freedom here at home. Memorials in our communities are dedicated 
to those people and none of us should want to see them damaged or 
defiled. Harsher penalties will keep this from happening. They will 
make potential vandals think twice before acting against memorials, 
which so many of us consider sacred. 


As all members know, this past summer the Canadian Forces 
wound down combat operations in Afghanistan. This was Canada's 
longest-ever combat mission, a mission in which our country lost 
157 brave men and women of the Canadian Forces. As a result, our 
memorials and cenotaphs have a renewed sense of purpose and 
value, especially in communities which lost one or more of their 
own. Indeed, that conflict continues and only this past weekend 
Canada lost another brave soldier to a suicide attack on a NATO 
convoy in Kabul. 
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We owe so much to our men and women in uniform. Indeed, it 1s 
widely agreed that Canada came of age as a nation on the muddy 
battlefields of France during the First World War. Our participation 
in that great conflict was out of proportion to our population and we 
overcame challenges that had defeated other nations. Our mettle was 
tested, to enormous loss of life and many of our brave soldiers 
sacrificed everything in the defence of freedom. 


@ (1835) 


The call came again in the Second World War, when once again 
tens of thousands of brave young Canadians went to the aid of our 
allies in the cause of freedom. That conflict reshaped our world and 
Canada played no small part in its outcome. From the Battle of the 
Atlantic to Juno Beach, from Italy to Hong Kong, Canadians were at 
the forefront in that conflict. 


In Korea and on to the birth of UN peacekeeping with the Suez 
crisis, Canadians Forces continued to place their lives on the line for 
freedom and democracy. Through dozens of peacekeeping missions 
and during the long years of the Cold War, our young men and 
women in uniform have always been ready and willing to put 
country before self. 


In the first Gulf War, in the Balkans, then Afghanistan and now 
Libya, the best of our young men and women have shown time and 
time again their willingness to defend Canada and our values. All too 
often that willingness has cost them their lives. 


To honour the memory of these young men and women, our 
communities erect memorials and cenotaphs, and rightly so. We 
create honoured spaces in our cities, towns and villages where we 
can gather to remember them. Whether it is on Remembrance Day or 
any other day of the year we might choose to pause and reflect, these 
spaces and those memorials signify the cost of our democracy, 
freedom and way of life. 


Those of us who enjoy the hard-won freedoms that are part of 
modern Canada owe it to those who have paid in blood and life to 
keep those honoured spaces free from harm or insult. We have a 
solemn duty as citizens and residents of our wonderful country to 
protect and preserve our memorials and cenotaphs in the memory of 
those who have fallen. 


When vandalism occurs in one of these honoured places, we are 
all diminished. An act of such disrespect is offensive not only to our 
local veterans, but it is offensive to all those who care about those 
veterans and everyone who cares about the sacrifices they have 
made. 


Bill C-217 delivers a clear message. The vandalism and 
desecration of any Canadian cenotaph or war memorial will not be 
tolerated. We are compelled to protect these revered places. We owe 
it all to the Canadian men and women who have fought in our armed 
forces. 


In consultation with the Minister of Justice, I propose to move an 
amendment at committee, should Bill C-217 carry in second reading, 
that would increase the minimum penalty under indictment from my 
proposed five years to ten years. This is a technical amendment 
which would simply ensure that this new offence would be 
consistent with the current similar Criminal Code offence of section 
430(1)(a), which criminalizes the wilful destruction or damage of 


Private Members' Business 


property. Without this amendment, we would be creating incon- 
sistencies within the existing legislative framework. 


I urge all of my colleagues to consider the adoption of Bill C-217. 
The desecration of war memorials is something that can happen in 
any community at any time. We all owe it to the constituents of our 
ridings, especially to the veterans of our respective ridings, to 
support the passage of the bill. This amendment to the Criminal 
Code would help protect Canada's war memorials and cenotaphs 
from vandalism, defilement and damage. Those who have fought 
and died in our great country deserve to know that the 41st 
Parliament is working to protect the monuments and memorials 
erected in their honour. 


As I said at the outset, all colleagues in the House will join 
millions of Canadians next week on Remembrance Day as we 
honour those who have paid the ultimate sacrifice to keep Canada 
the true north strong and free. Our long and proud tradition of 
standing up to defend freedom and democracy and to defend our 
values is one of the things that makes Canada the greatest country in 
the world today. We are a free, open and democratic society that 
prides itself on the rule of law. Those who would disrespect our 
honoured community spaces that are dedicated to the remembrance 
of the fallen through vandalism or other such acts must be held to 
account under the law. The debt we owe our veterans and the fallen 
soldiers requires that we look upon any disrespect to our cenotaphs 
and war memorials as a deeply grave matter with very serious 
consequences. 


I believe that the passage of Bill C-217 is necessary to ensure that 
those who would damage our honoured places think twice before 
they act to desecrate our war memorials and cenotaphs. I encourage 
all of my colleagues in the House to join me in taking decisive action 
on this important issue. 


@ (1840) 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I admire the passion my hon. colleague from the 
Conservatives has for this event. He is correct when he says that 
nobody in Canada and nobody in this House wishes to see any 
monuments defaced in any way, shape or form. 


We all know about the incident a couple of years ago, I believe, 
when some rowdy teenagers, who were drunk or stoned, urinated on 
the National War Memorial and how that caused national news. They 
did not go to jail. The Legion asked for a chance to talk to them, and 
it did. Now these kids are the biggest protectors of war monuments 
in the country. The bill proposes that we incarcerate them 
immediately. 


We heard testimony today in our veterans committee about how a 
Japanese monument in Vancouver was continually defaced and 
defiled. Eventually, the Legion and other groups got together with 
the people who did it. Now those kids are the biggest protectors of 
that monument. 
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I understand what my hon. colleague is trying to achieve but, if 
the Royal Canadian Legion and other groups believe that education 
and an opportunity to explain to vandals why their actions are wrong 
and to convert them into protecting these monuments, would that not 
be a more cost-effective and humane manner to deal with this issue? 


Mr. David Tilson: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for his 
comments but I do not know that I necessarily agree with him. 


I spent considerable time researching the damage that has been 
done from sea to sea to sea, mainly from the east coast to the west 
coast. It is incredible, over the recent years, the amount of damage. I 
suppose we could find a couple of cases where that has happened, 
and it may be the one that I referred to in Ottawa where something 
happened on Canada Day when someone did something disgusting 
to the monuments. . 


I am only suggesting minimum penalties. It would leave room for 
the courts, if they wished, to do the things that the member is 
recommending these young people do. It is generally young men but 
it could be older people. In the cases that I have seen, they are all 
ages. It is young offenders, people in their 20s and people in their 
30s, and generally they are intoxicated. 


This bill would tell them that if they do that they had better think 
twice because they will go to jail and receive a tough fine. This bill 
would tell them that these are places of our sacred institutions that 
honour our soldiers and honour our whole way of life and they 
cannot do that because it is wrong. 


@ (1845) 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the passion and sense of commitment that the member 
opposite brings to what he believes is an important issue and that, no 
doubt, Canadians as a whole would recognize as an important issue. 
We have this beautiful memorial in the form of a wall mural in 
Winnipeg North and there is a high sense of pride in the role that 
Sergeant Tommy Prince played in World War II. 


The concern that I have is very similar to the question that was just 
asked. We have monuments, war memorials and wall murals. I 
wonder if we might be doing a better service by just emphasizing to 
the people who are vandalizing and graffiti those things how horrific 
those types of actions are. Is it possible that it might be a bit too 
extreme when there might be some— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Order, please. 
The hon. member for Dufferin—Caledon. 


Mr. David Tilson: Mr. Speaker, both questions are similar. 


I have a whole binder of offences that I have collected from coast 
to coast describing these terrible offences that have happened to our 
cenotaphs and war memorials and they are treated as mischief and 
the offenders receive general mischief charges. A war memorial is 
for the people who have died giving us our freedom and to protect 
our country, for those who have fought wars and been in 
peacekeeping, from the War of 1812 to the incidents in Libya. 
When a war memorial is defiled, surely to goodness, we want to treat 
those as more than just mischief charges. 


I understand the member's thoughts. The judges would have 
discretion. They would be minimum sentences. They would not be 


soft charges but I believe this is something greater than a mischief 
charge, and this bill would make these charges greater. 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the member opposite for bringing forth this issue for debate. Clearly, 
he has demonstrated a great deal of passion, interest and respect for 
our veterans, whether they go back to the War of 1812, to the recent 
events in Afghanistan or to peacekeeping efforts where we have, 
unfortunately, seen the loss of lives of people from our country 
engaged in war on behalf of the country. 


I am wearing a poppy, as many of our colleagues are, to show 
respect for our veterans. As the member said, next week we will be 
attending services in our communities to show respect for our 
veterans and to acknowledge their contributions. We will be there 
because we choose to be there. I believe every person in the House 
has a great deal of respect for veterans and for our serving soldiers. I 
was born before Confederation, and I was born in a place that was 
not part if Canada. There has not been a time in my lifetime when 
there has not been the kind of respect for serving soldiers and 
veterans as there is today. 


Members will know that in the last 10 or 15 years there has been 
more public attendance at war memorials where people are showing 
interest, concern and respect for veterans and the contributions they 
have made, as well as the contributions that serving soldiers make. 
This is the context in which the member brings forth the legislation 
and I respect his views in bringing that forward. 


However, I will talk about the context a little more because of 
something a member said that is very important. The member said 
that young people or anyone should think twice before disrespecting 
or defacing a war memorial. My colleague from Sackville—Eastern 
Shore, who is the veterans critic for our party and is a tireless, if I 
may use that term, advocate for veterans ever since he has been in 
the House, pointed out that many people do not even think once 
before doing something, as the member was talking about, either 
showing disrespect or, in some cases, actually defacing a war 
memorial. . 


He also said that this amendment was necessary in order to avoid 
inconsistencies in the law. Reflecting on that, I would like to 
comment on the section that we are talking about, section 430 of the 
Criminal Code, which is the mischief section. 


“Mischief” is defined in section 430 as: 


Every one commits mischief who wilfully 
(a) destroys or damages property; 
(b) renders property dangerous, useless, inoperative or ineffective; 


(c) obstructs, interrupts or interferes with the lawful use, enjoyment or operation 
of property; or 


(d) obstructs, interrupts or interferes with any person in the lawful use, enjoyment 
or operation of property. 


It is a broad definition of what mischief is. 


There are other aspects to it but if someone commits mischief that 
endangers a person's life, that person is guilty of an indictable 
offence and is liable to imprisonment for life. Therefore, the 
maximum penalty is life imprisonment. 
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In terms of other types of property, if the property is of a certain 
type, the general penalty for mischief is that the person is guilty of an 
indictable offence and liable to imprisonment for a term not 
exceeding two years. Therefore, the maximum penalty for mischief 
is two years imprisonment. In a proper case, the judge could actually 
put someone in jail for two years for committing mischief. 


If the offence proceeds on summary conviction, which is another 
way of proceeding, the person can be guilty of an offence punishable 
on summary conviction. The penalty for that is a $5,000 fine or six 
months in jail. Therefore, depending on whether it proceeds by 
indictment or proceeds by summary conviction, the fine can be as 
much as $5,000, six months in jail or two years in jail. 


@ (1850) 


The Criminal Code also deals with other types of property. So, for 
mischief in relation to certain other types of property the penalties 
are increased. 


What the member is saying is that this is a special type of 
property, sacred to our veterans and sacred to all of us because of the 
nature of the property's design to honour those who died in the 
service of their country, and, therefore, there should be a greater 
penalty than ordinary mischief. Two years maximum is not enough, 
summary conviction, $5,000 fine or six months is not enough. 


Here is how the Criminal Code deals with other types of property. 
One of them is what they call testamentary instruments, a will. If 
someone destroys the last will and testament of a person trying to 
leave his or her property to the people that he or she wants, the 
punishment is a maximum of 10 years. It goes from 2 to 10 years 
maximum penalty for destruction of a testamentary instrument that is 
proceeded by indictment. 


There is another type of property here. It seems to me, and I know 
the member may be able to enlighten us, that the legislative 
draftsperson, the legislative counsel or whoever drafted this bill, 
probably looked at this section to draft that one. This section reads: 

Mischief relating to religious property 


Every one who commits mischief in relation to property that is a building, 
structure or part thereof that is primarily used for religious worship including a 
church, mosque, synagogue or temple, or an object associated with religious 
worship... 


Nothing could be more sacred than that. 


. if the commission of the mischief is motivated by bias, 
prejudice or hate based on religion, race, colour or national or ethnic 
origin, 


(a) is guilty of an indictable offence and liable to imprisonment for 
a term not exceeding ten years; or 


(b) is guilty of an offence punishable on summary conviction and 
liable to imprisonment for a term not exceeding eighteen months. 


Therefore, a summary conviction is 18 months instead of 6 and 
indictable is 10 instead of 2. However, it is not just defacing a 
church, destroying a church, urinating on church grounds, in a 
cemetery or whatever, the motivation has to be based on bias, 
prejudice, or hate based on religion, race or colour. In other words, if 
someone puts a swastika on a synagogue with spray paint, if that is 
done based on bias, prejudice, or hate based on religion, race, colour, 


Private Members' Business 


then the offence is considered extremely serious and the person is 
liable to punishment for a term not exceeding 10 years or, by 
summary conviction, a maximum of 18 months. 


In none of those cases, testamentary instrument or otherwise, is 
there a specified fine, or imprisonment or term, but the maximums 
are increased. In the case of testamentary instrument, it is by 5 times, 
to 10 years. In the case of a synagogue, or church, or a mosque or 
other religious site, it is up to 10 years, or 18 months for a summary 
conviction if there is proof of hatred, bias or prejudice. 


That is the way the Criminal Code deals with matters that our 
society considers more sacred than ordinary property. If I were to I 
scratch a car with a key while walking past the car committing 
vandalism, that is mischief in relation to property. It brings a. 
maximum sentence of two years or, by indictment, a $5,000 fine or 
six months in jail. However, if I destroy a will, deface a church or a 
synagogue with prejudice then the punishment goes up. | 


What the member is proposing here is something a little different. 
If we want consistency we might have to do something a little 
different than that. 


I understand the concern the member has raised and we share that 
concern. If this is something so widespread by people who are 
wilfully doing this then we will certainly need to think about whether 
this is the appropriate way to deal with it. 


® (1855) 


Hon. Irwin Cotler (Mount Royal, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise in support, in principle, of Bill C-217, which is an act 
to amend the Criminal Code, particularly with respect to mischief 
relating to war memorials, which was introduced by the member for 
Dufferin—Caledon on June 15. 


The bill would effectively create a new crime, where a person 
commits mischief in relation to war memorials and similar 
monuments honouring those who died during the war, by 
introducing a new paragraph to section 430 of the Criminal Code. 


As the member for Dufferin—Caledon put it, this debate takes 
place at an appropriate moment of remembrance. It takes place on 
the eve of our commemoration of Remembrance Day, where we 
remember those who are no longer with us; where we remember 
those who, as the member for Sackville—Eastern Shore put it in this 
House, gave the greatest gift of all, the gift of life, so that we may 
live and so that we may enjoy our liberty; where we pay tribute to 
the veterans among us, and their families, who reflect and represent 
the sacrifice of those who are no longer with us, and we honour 
them; and where we pay tribute to our men and women in uniform 
across this world who are protecting our fundamental rights, who are 
safeguarding our democracy, who are protecting our human security 
or, indeed, who are protecting our international peace and security. 
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In effect, in 2005, when I was minister of justice and attorney 
general, I, at that point, developed a national justice initiative with 
respect to combatting hatred and racism which spoke with respect to 
the danger of this kind of assault on our war memorials, of those 
kinds of hate crimes that end up being an assault on the inherent 
dignity of every human being, and an assault on our equal dignity 
and, indeed, on our character as a multicultural society. 


Section 430 of the Criminal Code currently outlines the definition 
of mischief and associated penalties. The section also includes 
specific provisions for mischief relating to data, religious and 
cultural property, and their associated penalties. 


Bill C-217 would add another specific provision; this one for 
mischief, as I said, related to war memorials. It would also outline 
possible sentences for a person convicted of such a crime and it 
would create, as well, mandatory minimum sentences. 


It is important to recall that the member for Ottawa South, at the 
time, in 2006, first proposed that the newly-elected Conservative 
government pass a law to make damage done to war memorials a 
specific offence. This push to protect monuments came in the wake 
of an incident on Canada Day in 2006, in which a man and two 
youths were observed urinating on Canada's National War Memorial 
in Ottawa. The man involved in the incident has since had his 
mischief charged dropped after partaking in voluntary community 
service. 


I mention this because it would seem to me that the appropriate 
response with respect to that kind of vandalism is not to institute a 
mandatory minimum but to respond by way of community work, by 
way of education, by way of having to meet with veterans and 
confronting exactly the nature of the outrage that was committed and 
thereby learning from that. That would be a more appropriate 
remedy than introducing a mandatory minimum. 


Since the member for Ottawa South introduced his proposal, there 
were other incidents involving monument vandalism, including an 
incident of a cross being torn from the cenotaph at a Royal Canadian 
Legion in Bell Ewart. At the time, in 2006, the then justice minister 
was not yet prepared to accept the proposal of the member for 
Ottawa South. 


That leads us to where we are today with a related initiative to the 
recent passing of Bill C-442, An Act to establish a National 
Holocaust Monument, a monument which is intended for us to recall 
and remember horrors too terrible to be believed but not too terrible 
to have happened. 


© (1900) 


The importance, therefore, of protecting war memorials and the 
dignity of the individuals they represent and the values of freedom, 
democracy and human rights are omnipresent in this regard. 


I support the need for an initiative to have a specific law protective 
of war memorials to express the condemnation of society of those 
who deface those monuments and memorials that are dedicated to 
our veterans, to our soldiers, and to the victims of mass atrocities, 
both domestic and international. But I caution as to the use of a 
mandatory minimum with respect to a remedial approach regarding 
this offence. 
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I support the bill in principle. I trust that the member for Dufferin 
—Caledon may perhaps be open to amending the bill with respect to 
removing the mandatory minimum, whereby we proceed in terms of 
alternative forms of punishment. I trust that a further discussion of 
the bill could lead us in the direction of where we could support the 
principle, certainly, which is very compelling. 


I commend the member for introducing this private member's bill, 
but that we tailor the remedy with respect to the offence to the 
individual and do so in a manner that we can achieve an outcome 
that may be more appropriate in that regard while still achieving the 
objective which we seek. 


Again, may I close by saying it is an appropriate initiative on the 
eve of Remembrance Day. 


@ (1905) 


Ms. Eve Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to support Bill 
C-217, which was introduced in the House by the hon. member for 
Dufferin—Caledon on June 15 of this year. When the hon. member 
introduced the bill, he said that he did so in an effort to add 
significant penalties for anyone convicted of mischief against a war 
memorial, cenotaph, or other structure intended to honour or 
remember those who had died as a result of war. 


Anyone who intentionally damages or defiles a war memorial 
should face severe consequences. Respect for those who have given 
the ultimate sacrifice so that we may live in peace is the 
responsibility of every Canadian. We owe it to our men and women 
in uniform to protect these revered memorials. I suspect that many 
Canadians would share these sentiments. 


While some Canadians may question why Parliament should 
create this new Criminal Code offence when the code already 
contains similar provisions dealing with mischief against property 
generally, I commend the hon. member's effort to create a new 
offence specifically relating to war memorials and cenotaphs. 


Through my remarks today, I intend to explain why the creation of 
the new criminal offence that distinguishes war memorials and 
similar structures from other property is justified and should be 
supported by all members of the House. 


War memorials have an especially important place in Canadian 
society. Their desecration disrespects the memory of Canadians who 
gave the ultimate sacrifice for freedom and disrespects Canadians 
who continue to serve our country today. 


As members may know, the National War Memorial here in 
Ottawa was unveiled in 1939 by King George VI on the eve of the 
second world war to symbolize the response of Canadians in the first 
world war that ended on November 11, 1918. Of course, it has since 
come to commemorate the sacrifice of all Canadians who have 
served in times of war. 


Under the Criminal Code, a person commits mischief who: 
wilfully destroys or damages property; renders property dangerous, 
useless, inoperable, or ineffective; obstructs, interrupts, or interferes 
with the lawful use, enjoyment or operation of property; or obstructs, 
interrupts, or interferes with any person in the lawful use, enjoyment, 
or operation of property. 
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Where a property that is the object of the mischief has a value 
greater than $5,000, the Criminal Code provides that where the 
Crown proceeds by indictment, the maximum penalty is 10 years 
imprisonment, and where the Crown elects to proceed by way of 
summary conviction, the maximum penalty is six months imprison- 

ment. There is no mandatory minimum penalty for mischief. 


Bill C-217 proposes the creation of a new hybrid Criminal Code 
offence of mischief committed in relation to property that is a 
building, structure, or part thereof, that primarily serves as a 
monument to honour persons who were killed or died as a 
consequence of war, including a war memorial or a cenotaph. The 
bill further proposes that this new offence would be punishable by a 
maximum of 18 months imprisonment on summary conviction and 
five years imprisonment when prosecuted by indictment. 


Members will note that the bill also proposes the creation of 
mandatory minimum penalties. There would be a $1,000 fine for a 
first offence that would be the same whether the Crown proceeds by 
indictment or by way of summary conviction. I think this perhaps 
addresses some of the concerns that we have heard from the 
opposition. 


This $1,000 minimum offence in real terms would be about 100 
hours of work at the current minimum wage in Ontario. I do not 
think it is unreasonable if someone has desecrated a war memorial to 
ask them to go and work for 100 hours in as much as we do ask them 
to go out and provide volunteer community services. In addition to 
that, if a judge wanted to ask the perpetrator to go out and speak to 
Legions, I think that would be eminently reasonable. 


What we are debating today, and which I fully support, is the fact 
that we would separately and uniquely honour our war memorials 
and cenotaphs. 


On a second offence, there would be a minimum of 14 days of 
imprisonment and 30 days imprisonment for a third or subsequent 
offence. These mandatory minimum penalties are similar to some 
that already exist in the Criminal Code. 


For example, section 255 of the Criminal Code also provides for 
mandatory minimum penalties that would be the same whether the 
Crown proceeds by indictment or by way of summary conviction. 
Under that provision the offender is liable to a $1,000 fine for a first 
offence, 30 days imprisonment for a second offence, and 120 days 
imprisonment for a third and subsequent offence. 


@ (1910) 


In preparing for today's debate, I had a quick look at some 
incidents that could come within the scope of this new legislation. 
Members will be aware that there have been a number of high-profile 
incidents involving the desecration of monuments and war 
memorials in the recent past. While these incidents are relatively 
rare, they have nevertheless been very disturbing to Canadians. 


A war memorial in Coniston, Ontario, has been the target of 
vandals a number of times over the years. The memorial originally 
consisted of five walls. There was a wall for the navy, one for the 
merchant navy, one for the army, one for the air force and one for the 
RCMP. At one point the monument had 11 flagpoles; only six 
remain now, and these too have been vandalized. The tops have been 
broken off and the flags have been stolen. Vandals also tore plaques 
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off the central wall and knocked down the navy's wall. Two plane 
propellors that stand guard by the air force wall of the memorial had 
previously been spray painted. 


At one point the Legion had a helmet and a gun from the world 
wars in a shatterproof glass display case at the memorial, yet vandals 
damaged the case so badly that the items had to be given away to 
another legion that could safely display them. A stainless steel sword 
dating back to the 1940s had also been stolen from a nearby 
cenotaph. 


As a result of the most recent incident, the monument now needs 
to be completely replaced because of the amount of destruction, and 
I understand that the Legion is not going to repair it. 


We must remember that our cenotaphs and monuments are 
powerful reminders of the sacrifices that generations of Canadians 
have made for the peace and freedom we enjoy today. I am proud to 
be a part of a government that understands that cenotaphs and 
monuments are important gathering places within our communities. 
As Canadians, we have a duty as a nation to preserve them in honour 
of our fallen men and women. Our veterans and those who continue 
to serve Canada today deserve nothing less. 


This legislation underscores the importance of monuments and 
memorials to Canadians as symbols that remind us of our most 
important values: democracy, freedom and tolerance. I would invite 
all members of the House to support this important legislation, 
especially as we approach Remembrance Day. 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank my hon. colleague for bringing forward 
this legislation and especially for timing it prior to the week of 
Remembrance Day. Certain points of his discussion were very 
sympathetic and understandable, and I appreciate his thoughtful 
concer regarding our veterans and their families with regard to the 
desecration of war memorials and cenotaphs throughout this country. 


I do not think a Canadian exists who is not disgusted when seeing 
stupid acts against commemorative monuments of any kind. There 
was a cross-burning recently in Enfield, Nova Scotia. Everyone was 
very disgusted by it, and it was dealt with appropriately. 


There should be a touch of caution on this. It is easy to say this is 
what we want to do and move forward with it. When reading a 
headline, giving a personal point of view or explaining it to 
constituents, most people would say, “Yes, let's do this, it's a great 
idea”. However, there are technical concerns that need to be looked 
at. 


Other forms of vandalism and mischief can happen. For example, 
let us say three very drunk people leave a pub and desecrate a war 
memorial. That just happened in Ottawa at the National War 
Memorial. People were outraged, no question about it, and they 
wanted heads to roll, but the Royal Canadian Legion had a different 
approach to it. These young kids, having talked to members of the 
Royal Canadian Legion and veterans, are now the biggest and 
proudest supporters of the National War Memorial. 
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Similarly, the Veterans Affairs committee heard today from Mr. 
Terence Whitty regarding a Japanese memorial in Vancouver that 
was consistently desecrated until the police were able to find who 
did it. They got hold of the kids and spoke to them so that they 
understood what they had done wrong; these kids are now the 
biggest supporters of monuments and understand the sacrifices of 
our men and women. 


My hon. colleague knows full well the sacrifices made by our men 
and women in the services for many years, but we do not teach that 
in our schools. That is a major problem with our schools. They do 
not teach military history. An awful lot of people have no idea what 
happened to these men and women. They know on Remembrance 
Day because it is a time for reflection, but on November 12 it is 
completely forgotten. That is problem number one. A lot of kids are 
doing things because they have not thought them out properly. It 
does not compute in their minds. 


However, there is another form of desecration of a cenotaph, and 
that is neglect. There are thousands of memorials across the country. 
If cenotaphs, plaques or monuments are neglected, they start 
breaking apart or moss grows around them, and they become 
unfortunate, unsightly edifices in that regard. Who is responsible for 
the neglect? It is not someone who desecrated something. This is 
desecration by neglect. Is someone held responsible for that? Does 
someone pay a fine or go to jail for that? The bill does not say. 


As much as I sympathize with and appreciate the concerns of the 
hon. member, the matter is worthy of further discussion. I would like 
to get validation from the various organizations in this country. I do 
not think I heard from the hon. member what the Royal Canadian 
Legion said, or the army, navy, air force, veterans associations, or 
UN peacekeepers. It would be very interesting to hear what they 
have to say about the legislation. It would be worthy of debate. 


The other concern about establishing mandatory minimums is that 
doing so sometimes takes away a judge's opportunity to do 
something in that regard, depending on the circumstances of the 
day. Hypothetically, if three kids who were not born in Canada came 
here, did something really stupid and had no idea about what they 
were doing, what would we do with them? It can sometimes be 
related to swatting a fly with a sledgehammer. I sympathize with the 
hon. member's concerns, but we want to make sure we do it right. 
We want to make sure that education and rehabilitation are number 
one. Incarceration and major fines are not always the answer in these 
circumstances. 


Although I have never desecrated a cenotaph or done anything of 
that nature, I have done some childish things in my lifetime. My 
father took his belt off of his waist and gave me a licking of a 
lifetime when I was in trouble. I know we do not hear the word 
“licking” very often in here, but that is what he did. I guarantee that I 
did not have to go to jail to know that I had done something wrong, 
and very bad. 


@ (1915) 


In combination with this bill, there are other opportunities to show 
people who have done this that what they have done is severely 
wrong and to make sure that it never, ever happens again. There are 
thousands of monuments across the country and internationally. How 
do we apply these laws in fairness to what is going on? 
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Let us start teaching military history in our schools so that 


everyone knows why there are cenotaphs. I walk by the national 


cenotaph every morning and every night going to and from my 
apartment. When I stop people and ask them if they know what the 
horses, people and animals mean, they do not have a clue. Some of 
them are from Ottawa. They know it is a national monument, but 
they do not understand the makeup of the monument and why it was 
put there. A lot of people's actions are based on ignorance. They 
simply do not know. 


A lot of people do not know there is a national aboriginal 
cenotaph at Confederation Park. It is beautiful to look at, but many 
people have no clue what it means. We have the Korean one, the 
Hong Kong one, and the one for peacekeeping. They are beautiful. 
When I ask people walking by what the cenotaph represents, they 
have no clue. 


If we are going to punish people for a malicious act originating 
from stupidity and ignorance, maybe there is an alternative. Maybe 
we could turn that type of behaviour around. Maybe we could use a 
belt, and if my dad were still alive he would do that. Maybe I would 
use a belt myself, because I know how disgusted I am when I see 
actions of that nature not just when it comes to cenotaphs, but stupid 
things that happen all the time. Vandalism happens in this country all 
the time for stupid reasons. The question is do we incarcerate 
everyone who commits these acts? That is a valid question and it is 
worthy of further debate. 


I appreciate the fact that the hon. member has brought this 
legislation forward, but as the hon. member for Mount Royal and my 
hon. colleague from St. John's East indicated, there are certain 
concerns and procedures that we need to look. I appreciate the intent 
of what the member is trying to do. We need to prevent these actions 
from happening again. We need to determine the best way to prevent 
them from happening again. If they do happen again, we need to 
ensure that people understand the seriousness of their actions and 
make sure they do not do it again. 


If we could have that dialogue, I think we could achieve what the 
hon. member is trying to do. 


As we say across the country, 


At the going down of the sun and in the moming 
We will remember them. 


Lest we forget. 
@ (1920) 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Justice, CPC): Mr. Speaker, how privileged we are to 
live in Canada. Canada is free from the turmoil and strife that we see 
in so many other parts of the world. Many new Canadians have 
come to Canada to escape war. Surely they appreciate the freedom 
and security which we should never take for granted. 
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Soon it will once again be Remembrance Day, November 11, 
notably this year, the 11th day of the 11th month of the 11th year of 
this century. Canadians have a moral duty to acknowledge the 
courage and sacrifice of those Canadians who placed themselves in 
harm's way, stood against oppression, and gave their all in the 
defence of freedom, justice and peace not just for Canada, but for 
people in foreign lands as well. 


Most Canadians are conscious of the great debt we owe to those 
who contributed so much to preserving Canadian values, like the 
rule of law and equality. They wear the red poppy as I do this 
evening with solemn pride. 


This is why I am at a loss to understand why there are some 
people who commit what can only be called despicable acts of 
vandalism against those memorials that have been erected to honour 
their sacrifice. I certainly support education, as the member opposite 
has suggested, but this really is a more straightforward matter. 


As an example, in 2006, vandals ripped the cross from the 
cenotaph at Branch 547 of the Royal Canadian Legion in Belle 
Ewart, a small hamlet south of Barrie on Lake Simcoe. When we 
hear of acts of vandalism committed against a war memorial, I think 
many of us react with a mixture of sadness and outrage. 


I would not want anyone to think that this problem is unique to 
Canada. Unfortunately, I recently have learned that scores of 
memorials to Britain's brave war dead have been desecrated by 
callous looters and vandals in the United Kingdom. The contempt 
for Britain's heroes was highlighted last week when a four foot 
bronze statue of a Second World War soldier was stolen from the 
garrison town of Tidworth in Wiltshire. 


Brass statues and plaques bearing the names of the fallen are being 
ripped from their fittings and melted down so they can be sold for 
scrap. These plaques are often the last personal link with some of the 
fallen. If they are lost and their names forgotten, then it dilutes 
everything Remembrance Day stands for. 


In the U.K., soaring prices for metals like copper, which has seen 
a threefold increase in value since 2009, has led to railway lines, 
phone lines, as well as war memorials and statues being targeted by 
metal thieves. These are deliberate acts. 


In fact, I understand that at least three treasured monuments are 
looted, vandalized or in fact destroyed every week. This has left 
communities across the United Kingdom outraged, and rightly so, at 
the appalling insult to the heroes of two world wars. There are also 
growing calls for tighter laws to halt the plunder of memorials and 
tougher sentences for those who wilfully desecrate them in that part 
of the world. 


I would like to invite all hon. members to consider how the 
families of Canadian service personnel, men and women, must feel 
when they witness or hear of similar acts of desecration being 
committed in Canada. 


One hopes that all of our institutions, including schools, continue 
to instil proper appreciation of the role the Canadian Forces have 
played and are continuing to play in preserving our way of life. 


It is my fervent hope that Bill C-217, once enacted, will help deter 
those who might engage in such outrageous conduct in the future. 
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I agree with my colleague, the hon. member for Dufferin— 
Caledon, that it is important to distinguish mischief against a war 
memorial, cenotaph or other such structure intended to honour or 
remember those who have died as a result of war from mischief to 
other types of property. War memorials deserve special recognition. 


Bill C-217 provides that where a person has been found guilty of 
an offence punishable on summary conviction, that person is liable 
to imprisonment for a term not exceeding 18 months. 


© (1925) 


Furthermore, Bill C-217 proposes that where a person has been 
found guilty of the indictable offence of mischief committed in 
relation to a war memorial or cenotaph, that person would be liable 
to imprisonment for a term not exceeding five years. 


Bill C-217 also provides for mandatory minimum sentences that 
would be the same whether the Crown proceeds by indictment or by 
way of summary conviction. That is a very important point. 


My colleagues opposite made it sound as though imprisonment 
would be the automatic minimum sentence in these situations. That 
is not correct. A first offence would entail a minimum $1,000 fine, 
no imprisonment. However, for a second offence, the offender would 
be liable to 14 days' imprisonment. For a third or subsequent offence, 
if this has happened by the same accused three times, the offender 
would face a minimum of 30 days' imprisonment. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Order. The time 
provided for the consideration of private members’ business has now 
expired and the order is dropped to the bottom of the order of 
precedence on the order paper. The hon. parliamentary secretary will 
have four minutes remaining when the House returns to this matter. 


ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS 


A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed 
to have been moved. 


[English] 
THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, at our 
last late show the parliamentary secretary claimed that the 
government has a tangible plan to address climate change. However, 
federal and provincial government actions that have been announced 
or are already under way are projected to reduce submissions by only 
one-quarter of what is needed to meet the 2020 target. Will the 
parliamentary secretary tell Canadians tonight how the government 
plans to address the remaining three-quarters? 
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Canadians should be highly critical of the government's abdication 
of leadership on issues related to climate change, specifically its 
performance in meeting international climate commitments, setting 
science-based emission reduction targets, developing incentives for 
low-carbon technologies, reducing greenhouse gas emissions, 
pricing carbon, and studying and putting in place adaptation 
measures necessary to respond to the risks of climate change. 


This past Tuesday, the parliamentary secretary said that Environ- 
ment Canada will not close the World Ozone and Ultraviolet 
Radiation Data Centre. Since the centre is manned by only one 
person, will the parliamentary secretary confirm tonight that that 
person has had his or her workplace adjustment letter rescinded? The 
parliamentary secretary explained this past Tuesday that Canada has 
an international obligation to monitor ozone in the upper atmosphere 
and previously confirmed there would be no cuts to upper level 
monitoring. 


Repeatedly, I have asked what would happen to monitoring in the 
lower atmosphere, and repeatedly the parliamentary secretary has 
declined to address the question. Will the parliamentary secretary 
commit tonight to maintain lower atmospheric monitoring of.ozone 
at the current levels of activity? The parliamentary secretary 
recognizes that Canada has been and is a global leader in ozone 
science. How then can she turn her back on our world-leading 
scientists, such as Dr. David Tarasick? Why does she not fight for 
them and stand up for protecting our environment? 


Antarctica has an ozone hole the size of North America over it. 
The Canadian Arctic had a hole the size of Ontario over it. Will she 
commit tonight to rescind the workplace adjustment letters of Dr. 
Tarasick and other ozone researchers? 


The parliamentary secretary's claim that changing the way ozone 
is monitored in Canada does not mean that Canada's ability to 
_ monitor ozone would be degraded is simply not the case. Two 
different ozone-monitoring networks, Brewer and ozonesonde, 
measure two different aspects of the atmosphere and both are 
needed. The system is, to use the government's terms, already 
integrated and optimized. 


The parliamentary secretary finally admitted that integrating 
ozone-monitoring networks and changing the management of the 
World Ozone and Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre will mean 
reducing the number of employees dedicated to ozone science. Does 
the parliamentary secretary appreciate what is at stake, that the ozone 
problem is a global problem like climate change, and that it requires 
vigilant monitoring? The government is failing on climate change. 
Will it fail on ozone too? 
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Ms. Michelle Rempel (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
colleague for her enthusiasm and passion on this issue. I can assure 
her that I also share her commitment to ensuring that we have world- 
class ozone monitoring data in Canada and continuing our reputation 
of doing so. 


As I have assured my colleague numerous times in recent weeks, 
Environment Canada will continue to monitor the ozone. The World 
Ozone and Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre will continue to deliver 
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world-class results. We will also strive to ensure that we are wise 
stewards of taxpayer dollars while doing so. 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Mr. Speaker, we have world-leading 
scientists, but it will be extremely difficult for them to maintain 
their global leadership when scientific positions are cut, technolo- 
gical capabilities are reduced and atmospheric monitoring is cut 
back. 


Will the parliamentary secretary heed the requests from interna- 
tional scientists, leading Canadian atmospheric scientists and 
thousands of Canadians who want the cuts reversed, or will the 
government continue to be on the wrong side of this issue, leaving 
behind a legacy of damage that will take a generation to repair? 


Changing one's position in light of overwhelming evidence is not 
a sign of weakness, but rather an indication that the government is 
willing to respond to science and the facts. 


Ms. Michelle Rempel: Mr. Speaker, Canada's excellent track 
record of providing ozone monitoring data will continue, as will our 
ongoing work to take concrete action to protect Canada's environ- 
ment. ; 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I am pursuing a question I asked the Minister of the Environment 
some time ago to which I received a response from the parliamentary 
secretary. The question was about a policy that was put in place in 
2007 by the current government to limit access to journalists to 
scientists working within the Canadian government. This extends 
beyond the environmental portfolio. It affects scientists at the 
National Research Council and scientists working for Natural 
Resources Canada and Fisheries and Oceans Canada. ' 


In point of fact, the Canadian Science Writers’ Association, a 
national organization, wrote to all federal leaders earlier this spring, 
expressing its concern that this policy of muzzling scientists had led 
to its calculation of an 80% drop in media coverage of the climate 
crisis. I will just list some examples. 


I mentioned Dr. Kristina Miller in my initial question. She is a 
Department of Fisheriés and Oceans scientist and is very proud of 
the fact that her research in science was published in this leading 
international prestigious journal. She was not allowed to speak to 
media by her department. 


An Environment Canada team published a paper on April 5, in the 
Geophysical Research Letters, that concluded that a very dangerous 
rise in global CO2 increases, leading to a 2° global average 
temperature increase, was quite likely and might be unavoidable. 
Those scientists were also not allowed to speak to the media. 


Scientists who were working on radiation monitoring in the wake 
of the Fukushima nuclear disaster in Japan were requested to provide 
data to the news media about radiation monitoring and readings. 
That request to Health Canada was denied. 
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We also know there was an almost amusing story of a journalist 
attempting to reach an NRC scientist based in Victoria, whose 
research had been published internationally. This research related to 
a flood 13,000 years ago. That researcher was not allowed to speak 
to the media. 


Then there is the very recent story of Dr. David Tarasick, referred 
to just moments ago by my colleague from Etobicoke North, who 
has been doing important research on ozone monitoring. That work, 
along with work by other international colleagues, was published in 
the prestigious journal Nature. It pointed out that a quite 
unprecedented ozone hole had opened up over the northern Arctic. 
We have heard of the ozone hole over Antarctica, which has been 
monitored and recorded since the mid-1980s. However, this was the 
first and historically unprecedented hole opening up over the Arctic. 
Interestingly enough, Dr. Tarasick was allowed to provide an 
interview to the media. It was a supervised interview with 
Environment Canada personnel present at all times, trying to steer 
him away from answering certain questions, but at least the 
interview was granted. 


It is also troubling to me that as a member of Parliament, for the 
first time in my life when I contact scientists within the Government 
of Canada, they are no longer able to communicate with me. I have 
had them explain by emails that they will check and get back to me 
whether they are allowed to answer my question. In some cases, 
these are colleagues I have known for decades and because I am a 
member of Parliament, they are not allowed to answer my questions. 


I ask the hon. parliamentary secretary this. How can the Canadian 
public have confidence in a government that does not allow its 
scientists to speak to the public, a public that is so proud of their 
research, that wants to keep Canadian research in the forefront on 
climate change, on ozone depletion, on fisheries science? How can 
we have confidence? 


@ (1935) 
Ms. Michelle Rempel (Parliamentary Secretary to the 


Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to deal in facts and statistics tonight as well. 


First, our department continually makes its experts available to 
both the media and members opposite, with ministers also acting as 
principal spokespeople for their respective departments. 


However, since January 2011, officials at Environment Canada 
have completed over 1,000 media interviews. Specifically relating to 
science, we have provided 600 interviews with departmental 
scientists. We respond to requests from media for scientific 
information in a responsive manner. In fact, this year alone, we 
have met over 80% of reporters, often with very tight deadlines, and 
we were able to respond to 98% of the requests. Canadians know 
because of this they can count on Environment Canada for the 
information that they need. 


We are also committed to sharing information with all Canadians 
about what is happening in the environment around them. That is 
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why we take pride in the accomplishments of our excellent team at 
Environment Canada and the results that they deliver. Those results 
include: a sector by sector plan to align with the U.S. and achieve a 
17% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2020; addressing 
concerns with the sustainable development of the oil sands; and a 
world-class monitoring plan that focuses on water, air quality and 
biodiversity. We will continue to implement this plan with our team 
and with our partners in the provinces, industry and other 
stakeholder groups so Canadians can be assured of the environ- 
mental sustainability of our oil and gas industry. 


We have also worked closely with provinces, territories, Health 
Canada, industry and-environmental and health groups to develop 
things like the national air quality management system. This system 
will include new air quality standards that will improve the air 
quality for the environment and the health of all Canadians. These 
are tangible results that our team at Environment Canada is 
producing and these are tangible results it is communicating to the 
media. 


We are committed to ensuring that Canada's natural heritage is 
protected, while being cognizant of the need to be wise stewards of 
taxpayer dollars and to protect our country's fragile economic 
recovery. 


© (1940) 


Ms. Elizabeth May: Mr. Speaker, could the hon. parliamentary 
secretary provide any rationale whatsoever for why this policy was 
brought in, in the first place in 2007? We have had Environment 
Canada operational in the country going back to 1970. At no time 
between 1970 and 2007 did any government feel it was necessary to 
have media, representatives and journalists go through a star 
chamber process to get access to our scientists. They could pick 
up a phone, send an email and get an interview with the scientists 
and researchers across the country. 


What possible rationale is there for having this process at all, 
which often requires that our journalists go to scientists in other 
countries to get answers about work that has been done within 
Canada? 


Ms. Michelle Rempel: Again, Mr. Speaker, to deal in facts, since 
January of this year, over 1,000 interviews have been conducted by 
officials at Environment Canada and over 600 interviews have been 
provided by departmental scientists. This shows that we are 
engaging with the Canadian public, as is our role, but that we are 
also providing tangible, quality, action-oriented results regarding the 
protection of Canada's environment, and this is something of which 
our government is very proud. 


[Translation] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): The motion to 
adjourn the House is now deemed to have been adopted. 
Accordingly this House stands adjourned until tomorrow at 
10 a.m., pursuant to Standing Order 24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 7:41 p.m.) 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Friday, November 4, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. 


Prayers 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
@ (1005) 
[English] 
SECURITY OF TENURE OF MILITARY JUDGES ACT 


Hon. Bev Oda (for the Minister of National Defence) moved 
that Bill C-16, An Act to amend the National Defence Act (military 
judges), be read the second time and referred to a committee. 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I stand this morning with 
great pleasure in support of a bill that addresses the urgent need to 
ensure the proper functioning of our military justice system. 


I will begin by reminding all members that our debate— 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order, and I 
do apologize to my hon. colleague. I should inform you that there 
have been consultations and I am hopeful that the House will give its 
consent to the following motion: That, notwithstanding any Standing 
Order or usual practices of the House, when the House begins debate 
on the second reading motion of Bill C-16, an Act to Amend the 
National Defence Act (military judges), one member from each 
recognized party and the member from Saanich—Gulf Islands, who 
shall divide her time with any of the following members, the member 
for Richmond—Arthabaska, the member for Haute-Gaspésie—La 
Mitis—Matane—Matapédia, the member for Ahuntsic, and the 
member for Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet—Bécancour, may speak to the 
second reading motion, after which the said bill shall be deemed to 
have been read a second time and referred to a committee of the 
whole, deemed considered in committee of the whole, deemed 
reported without amendment, deemed concurred in at report stage 
and deemed read a third time and passed. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Does the hon. 
parliamentary secretary have the unanimous consent of the House to 
present the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


Some hon. members: No. 


Mr. Chris Alexander: Mr. Speaker, I rise again in support of the 
bill that addresses the urgent need to ensure the proper functioning of 
our military justice system. 


The bill comes to us in the context of two facts that I think all hon. 
members will recognize. One, a legal circumstance that places 
additional pressure on all of us to ensure the smooth functioning of 
our military justice system, one that has served Canada well for 
decades. We just celebrated the centenary of the Office of the Judge 
Advocate General without a challenge to its constitutionality. I will 
come back to that issue and delve into the circumstances that have 
led to a danger of that happening. 


This is a measure that has been considered in the House three 
times during three previous Parliament when bills were brought 
forward that provided for exactly the very limited measures that are 
provided for in this bill. They died on the order paper, despite two 
days of debate in the House in the last Parliament and five days of 
debate in committee in the last Parliament. These issues have been 
thoroughly ventilated among all of us. 


They have received the benefit of the views of the members 
opposite in committee and in the House, and our consultations to 
date lead us to believe that, on this narrow but important issue of the 
independence of military judges, there is a consensus among the 
parties represented in the House to move forward with alacrity and to 
ensure that: trial by court martial in this country's military justice 
institutions continues to take place in full conformity with the law 
and the continuing modernization of our civilian, civil and military 
justice practices. 


Ensuring the safety of Canadians requires that members of the 
Canadian Forces remain in a constant state of operational readiness. 
In this regard, the military justice system is a critical tool in allowing 
the chain of command to deal with matters directly related to the 
discipline, efficiency and morale of the military. Many hon. members 
on all sides of the House will know first-hand from their experience, 
and we all know from our observation of the excellence of our 
Canadian armed forces the importance of morale, the fundamental 
importance of justice that is swift, justice that is fair, justice that 
brings together a team that reinforces the cohesion of that team to the 
smooth operational functioning of a military. 
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It is not just a question of the institution's effectiveness, it is also a 
question of our military's ability to reflect the values that we as 
Canadians hold dear. Any Canadian soldier, private, sergeant or 
officers, whether they are in Libya or on a peacekeeping mission on 
the Golan Heights or anywhere else, will tell us that they can only do 
their job to the extent that they are representing and projecting 
Canada's values. Those values are built upon a system of law, a 
system of justice and that system. must be fully reflected in the 
system of military justice that serves our military. 


@ (1010) 


[Translation] 


In the absence of such a system, our military men and women 
would not be able to focus on their top priority—protecting the 
interests of Canada and its people. 


[English] 


For that reason, the government, the Supreme Court of Canada 
and even the Constitution have recognized the importance of 
maintaining a robust military justice system. The military justice 
system must meet the unique needs of the Canadian Forces and must 
also be subject to the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The 
charter guarantees that a person who is charged with an offence has 
the right to be presumed innocent until proven guilty in accordance 
with the law in a fair and public hearing by an independent and 
impartial tribunal. 


It is on the issue of independence that I speak to the House today. 
The independence of the judiciary is a fundamental right of all 
Canadians, and maintaining that independence is an important 
responsibility of government. This means ensuring that Canadian 
courts, including courts martial, are free from real and perceived 
undue influences and interference. 


[Translation] 


Judicial independence, or the freedom to deliver a ruling based 
solely on fact and law, requires that the judge presiding over a trial 
have a certain level of job security and that his appointment be 
permanent. 


[English] 


That is the system we have in our civil courts and it is the system 
we must now have in our military justice system. 


On June 2 of this year, the Court Martial Appeal Court made an 
important decision regarding the security of tenure of military 
judges. I am referring to the case of Regina v. Leblanc. This ruling 
assessed that the process by which military judges are appointed, 
currently on a five year renewable basis, does not satisfy the 
constitutional requirement for an independent judiciary. Therefore, 
the court has given Parliament six months, or until December 2, to 
pass remedial legislation to update the National Defence Act, 
otherwise, its provisions related to the appointment and tenure of 
military judges will be declared constitutionally invalid. This is not a 
new issue. 


[Translation] 
Since it took office, the government has been actively seeking to 


make amendments, similar to those I just mentioned, to the National 
Defence Act. 


[English] 


The enhancement of judicial independence is one issue that the 
government first attempted to address in 2006 with Bill C-7, which 
died on the order paper, as I mentioned at the outset. Since then, the 
government has attempted to amend the National Defence Act on 
two separate occasions: Bill C-45 in 2008 and Bill C-41 in 2010, 
both of which died on the order paper as a result of prorogation or 
the dissolution of Parliament. 


Therefore, we cannot be taken to task for not having tried to 
resolve this issue earlier as circumstances literally did not permit us 
to bring these efforts, which we all have endorsed in one way or 
another, to fruition. Ideally, Parliament would have passed legisla- 
tion that would have dealt with the issue of security of tenure in 
2006, unfortunately, circumstances were such that this was not the 
case. Today, with a renewed sense of urgency on this issue, we come 
before this House will Bill C-16 


In order to address the concerns identified in the Leblanc decision, 
the proposed amendments to the National Defence Act contained in 
Bill C-16 would provide military judges with security of tenure to 
the fixed age of 60, subject only to removal for cause based on the 
recommendations of an inquiry committee established under 
regulations. This is a procedure that reflects, in the military justice 
system, the type of removal proceedings that we see in our civilian 
justice system in extreme cases when it is applied to judges. 


The government recognizes that 60 is an earlier age for retirement 
than most judges in the civilian justice system. However, we must 
remember that military judges are commissioned officers in the 
Canadian Forces, colonels and lieutenant colonels at the moment, 
and that the military must balance the need for an experienced 
judiciary with the need for physical fitness and deployability in all of 
its members. It is the principle of universality of service. For this 
reason, 60 is the maximum prescribed retirement age for all 
Canadian Forces members, and this must include military judges 
who are, of course, members of the Canadian Forces. 


@ (1015) 


[Translation] 


I would like to close by emphasizing that the government 
recognizes that the amendments proposed in this bill are technical in 
nature, but they constitute amendments that are necessary to ensure 
that the National Defence Act is consistent with the charter and that. 
the military justice system operates in accordance with Canadian 
legal standards. 


[English] 


We are really talking about the modernization of our military 
justice system, the obligation we have to ensure that our system 
reflects developments in the civil justice system. I am not only 
speaking about our own observation as parliamentarians, as 
government, that this must take place, but observations that have 
been endorsed by the Supreme Court of Canada and by a recent 
decision by the military appeals court that this now take place 
specifically with regard to the issue of the independence of military 
judges. 
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Should Bill C-16 not move forward quickly the ability of military 
judges to hear cases will be put into question, causing uncertainty 
within the military justice system. By ensuring security of tenure to 
the fixed age of 60, Bill C-16 would make a significant contribution 
toward ‘ensuring the continued independence of military judges 
within the military justice system. 


Let us keep in mind that our military justice system has a long- 
standing and proud tradition in Canada. The Court Martial Appeal 
Court was created in 1959 by Parliament. It is a military justice 
system that is subject to civilian control, civilian supervision and 
civilian oversight. It is also subject to that oversight in that the Court 
Martial Appeal Court is a superior court of record with a chief justice 
of its own. It is composed only of superior court judges appointed by 
governor in council. Appeals from this court go directly to the 
Supreme Court of Canada, so our military justice system fits under 
the charter, under our Constitution, into a system of justice that is 
overseen ultimately under appeal by the Supreme Court of Canada. 


Let us also put the bill into perspective. The full-time military 
judges of whom we speak and to which this new measure would 
apply number four in this country at the moment, three of whom are 
lieutenant colonels and one a colonel. They do handle a large amount 
of work. The bill really would apply to a relatively restricted field of 
the military justice system and our military as a whole. 


This government recognizes that while urgent, the issue of judicial 
independence is but one of many aspects of our military justice 
system that requires updating. Performing a regular review of any 
legal system is necessary to ensure its continued relevance and 
effectiveness, which is why the government has also introduced Bill 
C-15, which proposes implementing many of the recommendations 
found in the 2003 report by the late chief justice Antonio Lamer. 


Together, Bill C-15 and Bill C-16 represent a comprehensive 
response to the recommendations found in the Lamer report and in 
Regina v. Leblanc to ensure that our military justice system remains 
consistent with Canadian values. 


I therefore call upon the House to support both of these important 
bills as they move forward. I also call upon those independent 
members of the House, some of whom were active in committee in 
reviewing the provisions now contained both in Bill C-15 and Bill 
C-16, to join us in moving the bills forward expeditiously in 
recognizing that the values we all share, the military we all support, 
deserves to see these technical but important updated measures move 
forward as quickly as possible. 


It is one of our duties to our military. It is our duty to Canadians to 
move quickly forward on this. We need to ensure that our Canadian 
Forces are served by the best, the most modern, the most effective 
military justice system that we can have in this country at this time. 
© (1020) 

Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I will 
make my own speech in a few minutes, but I would just like to refer 
to the member's notion of the duty of the independent members of 
the House. I would like to ask the parliamentary secretary, why are 
we in this situation that he has to call upon them to do that? They just 
refused unanimous consent to a motion to move this through quickly, 
but they did so in an apparent retaliation for what the government 
refused yesterday. 


Government Orders 


I see the member is wearing a poppy. We made statements the 
other day on the occasion of Remembrance Day. It is traditional in 
the House. The Green Party has a representative here, even though it 
does not have party status. The Bloc Québécois has four members 
but no party status. These members wanted.to have an opportunity to 
make a Remembrance Day statement, yet the government refused. 


The House leader for the New Democrats, the official opposition, 
specifically asked for unanimous consent yesterday and it was 
refused by the parliamentary secretary and his party. That is why we 
are in a situation where there is not a free flow to see this go through. 
I think there is a general will that this be passed. 


The government is the author of its own misfortune. Why would it 
refuse to allow the representatives of the Green Party and the Bloc to 
make a statement in observance of Remembrance Day? 


Mr. Chris Alexander: Mr. Speaker, it is unfortunate that any 
member of the House would see fit, for any reason, to politicize an 
issue, to link an issue that really is, and I think the member for St. 
John's East would agree with me, technical in nature, that is urgent 
because of the judicial context now set for this issue. 


Yes, there is give and take in the House. There is free flow of 
requests and agreements, sometimes request refusals. However, let 
us be clear, if this measure does not move forward expeditiously, and 
we had hoped it would do so today, and we still think expeditious 
progress for the bill is possible, those who will suffer are all of us in 
the House because our credibility in serving the military and the 
military justice system will be in doubt. 


Every single member of the Canadian armed forces who is served 
by the court martial system, by the summary trial system, runs the 
risk of having the constitutionality of that system being called into 
question as early as December 2. Therefore, the urgency does 
transcend the give and take that we habitually engage in in the 
House. It should compel all members to reconsider their positions 
and to move toward expeditious passage of the bill. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I was not going to touch on this issue, but the hon. member for St. 
John's East has raised it. It grieves me enormously to block 
unanimous consent on this matter. The parliamentary secretary's 
presentation on the facts and the value of Bill C-16 is uncontested 
from the Green Party's point of view. He presented it admirably. 


However, it has been a source of great grief. I have heard from 
Green Party members across the country. They are stunned that 
independent members were not allowed to speak. Others have 
spoken from other parties to reflect on the sacrifices of those in 
previous wars and those currently in military action. 
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Patriotism is not something that is the exclusive province of one 
party on one side of the House. If anyone has politicized any issue 
inappropriately it was government members who two days in a row 
have refused the Bloc Québécois members in Parliament and the 
duly elected Green Party member of Parliament in speaking to 
Remembrance Day. 


I think the matter of unanimous consent is usually negotiated. It is 
negotiated with goodwill and that goodwill was absent in this case. 


Mr. Chris Alexander: Mr. Speaker, I would simply urge our hon. 
colleagues opposite, the member for Saanich—Gulf Islands, and 
those other independent members who made their views known at 
the start of today's debate, to find a different way of expressing their 
displeasure. 


The decision rendered on June 2 by the Court Martial Appeal 
Court was one that declared our current military justice system 
invalid because of the lack of security of tenure for judges. The 


provisions of this ruling were suspended until December 2 to allow - 


this House to act, to allow the Parliament to Canada to correct this 
situation. December 2 is coming quickly. 


Those members have a position that they wanted to express. They 
are entitled to use the rules of this place for whatever ends they 
choose. However, I would appeal to them to choose a different 
context, to make a different piece of legislation, a different measure, 
the object of their disapproval or their disruption in this case. 
Military justice and the integrity of the justice system serving the 
Canada armed forces is too important. 


© (1025) 
[Translation] 


Mr. John Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to 
Sky Country, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I greatly appreciated the hon. 
member's speech. It was very detailed and interesting. He has 
represented Canada's foreign affairs department in Afghanistan and 
he supports human rights everywhere in the world. I have a question 
for him: why is it important for members of the military and all 
Canadians to have an independent judiciary? He spoke about the 
Constitution in his speech and I would like him to speak a little bit 
more about the importance of an independent judiciary here. 


Mr. Chris Alexander: Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for 
his question. It is truly important for all members of this House to 
have a good understanding of what members of our Canadian Armed 
Forces experience. They are often deployed overseas, in such places 
as Afghanistan, where the justice system does not work well or even 
not at all. That was certainly the case in Kandahar in 2006 and it 
continues to be the case for several areas of justice in Afghanistan. 


Therefore, it is vital that our armed forces take with them a reliable 
justice system that is consistent with our values. When they are 
deployed, they are governed by the military rather than the civilian 
justice system. Military justice in Afghanistan, Libya and other 
countries where our forces are deployed must be swift and fair and 
reflect the values of Canada's civilian justice system and its most 
recent developments. 


Ms. Francoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Mr. Speaker, as my 
colleagues said earlier, it is rather difficult to listen to our hon. 
Conservative colleague tell us that we are politicizing an issue, when 
all the Conservatives have been doing from the beginning is 


ramming their bills down our throats. I would like to read a quote 
and ask him to comment. Manon Cornellier, who is a very respected 
columnist in Quebec, had this to say: 


The Conservatives have a majority. They know that they will get their bills 
through and that they have the time to honour the best parliamentary traditions, that 
is, by acting in a thoughtful and insightful way and giving members, organizations 
and the public an opportunity to be heard. Ideally, this should be accompanied by a 
willingness to listen. 


The government wants its bills, for example bills C-10 and C-19, 
to be passed post-haste. It is telling us that we are politicizing the 
debate, but in fact it is the one doing so. That is rather rich. 


Mr. Chris Alexander: Mr. Speaker, I have not read Ms. 
Cornellier's article. However, I can assure the hon. member for 
Gatineau that, in this case, we listened to her party and had some real 
in-depth discussions on this issue in the House during previous 
Parliaments and in committee. We agree. We agree on the 
independence of military judges. 


I think, then, that our idea to introduce this bill efficiently and 
quickly reflects the best traditions of the House in terms of 
consultation and willingness to reach a consensus, two very common 
things in the history of this House. I can assure my colleague that in 
issues related to military justice, we intend to continue this tradition 


®@ (1030) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): I regret to interrupt 
the hon. member. 


Resuming debate, the hon. member for St. John's East. 
[English] 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to have an opportunity to speak to this legislation because it 
provides an opportunity to talk about how important the Charter of 
Rights and Freedoms is in our country. It is the Canadian Charter of 
Rights and Freedoms that gives the reason for this piece of 
legislation to correct something which, in the current context, is 
contrary to the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 


This is something that was introduced into our law in 1983 and the 
effects of it, as we are seeing today, are still reverberating. The 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms is for all Canadian citizens, 
regardless of who they are, whether the person is a soldier, as in this 
case, or a criminal with a record as long as his arm, as they say in the 
vernacular, or an ordinary Canadian who happens to find himself or 
herself in front of the courts. 


The charter has many provisions. This one is about section 11(d). 
Section 11(d) of the charter provides that any person who is charged 
with an offence has the right “to be presumed innocent until proven 
guilty according to law in a fair and public hearing by an 
independent and impartial tribunal”. Each and every word of that 
provision is important. Each and every word of that provision of the 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms has been tested and given judicial 
interpretation over the last 28 years since the charter came into 
effect. It is an important fundamental underpinning of our system of 
Justice. 
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How did this case come about and why are we here? We are 
talking about whether judges in the military courts should have 
security of tenure. This is not for the judges. Some people say that 
judges want to have longer tenure, they want to have longer careers 
and do not want to be subject to being removed, laid off or not 
reappointed. It is not about that at all. According to the existing 
legislation, the military judges are appointed for a term of five years. 
They hear courts martial. Of course, under military justice life 
imprisonment could be given as a sentence, so under military 
tribunals, courts martial, these judges have a tremendous amount of 
authority and power under the law. The military justice system is a 
parallel one and in many ways is very different. . 


We will be getting into an argument about what that means in 
regard to a lot of other provisions in military justice under Bill C-15 
when we get to that. This one has been taken out, and probably for 
good reason, because it is less controversial. We think this legislation 
should be passed swiftly. 


It was part of Bill C-41 in the last Parliament, which we thought 
was going to pass. It went through committee and got right to the 
end. We even reached a compromise on a number of things and 
made some good amendments, but lo and behold, instead of bringing 
it into the House for third reading and passage, the government 
forgot about it, laid it aside, or for some reason did not bring it 
through. This was after the Court Martial Appeal Court of Canada 
had made this ruling on June 2. Everybody knew this was coming 

‘ because this was the court of appeal, not the regular court martial 
where a similar decision had also been made. 


The government was well aware of this then, and I think it has 
been wise to take it out separately and see if it could get co-operation 
to have it passed. We are prepared to co-operate. We are a very 
reasonable opposition. When we see something that needs to be 
done, it can be expedited. We even provided unanimous consent. 
Our part of unanimous consent was provided this morning to have 
this bill brought into law at least in the House of Commons today 
and be sent to the other place for speedy passage. We offered that 
consent because we are very reasonable and co-operative when it is 
appropriate to be. 


Let me tell members what this case was about. 


@ (1035) 


Mr. LeBlanc and other soldiers were tasked with guarding a CF- 
18 at a Canadian air force base. The aircraft was on standby for the 
Francophonie summit being held in Quebec City in October 2008. 
Corporal LeBlanc and his companion were one of two teams 
guarding the aircraft. He and his companion were on lookout, sitting 
in a truck parked by the hangar. His companion went off to use the 
washroom, and left Corporal LeBlanc sitting in the truck by himself. 
Lo and behold, when his pal left the truck to go to the washroom, he 
was inside the hangar and was away for about five minutes, a 
sergeant drove up next to Corporal LeBlanc's side of the truck. The 
trial judge found that Corporal LeBlanc had been reclining and had 
his eyes closed for at least 10 seconds. His eyes were closed for 10 
seconds and as a result he was charged with negligence and not 
being vigilant in his duty under section 124 of the National Defence 
Act, negligently performing a military duty imposed on him. 
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That is what gave rise to this. He was brought before a court 
martial and he was convicted because the trial judge ruled that even 
though they did not have proper security of tenure, the trial judge 
thought they did and made his ruling anyway. It went to the court of 
appeal in the military tribunal. It said the issue was raised as to 
whether or not military judges were impartial. Military judges are 
very well trained. They are lawyers. They usually come from the 
judge advocate general's office. They are steeped in the rules of law 
and they are appointed as a judge, but they are appointed for five 
years. That five years may or may not be renewed. 


If a judge is trying to decide a case, it is not about the judge, it is 
about the accused. Does the accused have an understanding that 
there is a standard of judicial independence so that the judge is not 
impartial as between him and the military? The judge, in the minds 
of the accused and everyone else, is dependent upon the military 
brass for his reappointment. The judges of the court martial appeal 
court are very well qualified. For example, Justice Létourneau, is one 
of the authors, along with retired Colonel Michel Drapeau, of 
perhaps the only significant text on military law in Canada. A new 
edition came out a week or two ago. He sat on that court. The court 
said that five-year renewable terms for military judges did not 
provide the necessary constitutional protection, especially consider- 
ing the fact that it was considered necessary to give such protection 
to civilian judges exercising the same functions. 


That is a simple explanation of how this case got to where it is. 
This legislation is designed to fix that. It was in Bill C-41 which 
passed second reading, went through committee and was reported 
back to the House but did not get passed. We agreed with that 
provision. In fact, it was this provision that was used as an excuse to 
fast-track the legislation. The government said that it was very 
important and it must get done not a month ago, but a year ago, even 
before the case on June 2, but it did not get passed. 


We are here, reasonable as we are, and we are prepared to do it 
anyway because we know it needs to be done. It is important that this 
piece of legislation be passed in the context of understanding the 
importance of our Charter of Rights and Freedoms for all Canadians, 


_ including those in the military. 


@ (1040) 


There will be more debate about that because there are many 
provisions in the National Defence Act and the military justice 
system that do not give the same protections to soldiers in the 
military justice system as civilians would have in civilian court. We 
will, of course, have further debate about that, but with respect to this 
provision, we agree. 


This is not new. As I said, this has been debated many times. In 
my province of Newfoundland and Labrador, for example, there was 
a provision for provincial court judges. They are the ones who hear 
95% of 96% of the cases. It turns out that back in the late 1980s, 
early 1990s, the Newfoundland the minister of justice could transfer 
a provincial court judge. The minister could simply say that the 
judge would now be transferred to Maine, for example, or anywhere 
else. Maybe the judge lives in Maine, is transferred to St. John's, but 
does not want to live there. 
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The minister of justice, the attorney general, had the power to 
transfer judges to Cornerbrook or wherever. The mere fact that could 
be done was not considered to be impartial as between Her Majesty 
The Queen and the accused. Her Majesty The Queen's representa- 
tive, the minister of justice or attorney general, could actually move 
judges if the minister, for whatever reason, did not like their 
judgments or was not satisfied they were doing the job the justice 
minister wanted them to do in that jurisdiction. 


That power was deemed unconstitutional and it had to be changed 
for impartiality. It is a mundane example, but it is a reality of the 
importance of the Charter of Rights. At the end of the day, that 
provides for our protection. 


This has a long and very interesting history, but it comes up again 
and again. It has come up here today. It came up yesterday with 
respect to Mr. Khadr who is in the United States. He is called a self- 
confessed terrorist. He is a Canadian citizen and his rights and 
freedoms are important, too. Yet the government took the position 
before the Supreme Court of Canada that we should not recognize 
those rights because our neighbour wanted to try him. It was the 
government's actions that infringed upon his rights and the Supreme 
Court of Canada refused to hear the case. 


These are rights for all citizens. They are not designed to protect 
criminals. They are designed to ensure, as the charter has, that an 


accused person before a court, whether it be a military court, a | 


civilian court or any other, has the right to be tried in a fair and 
public way according to law. The individual is presumed innocent 
and tried in a public hearing by an independent and impartial 
tribunal. Each and every one of these words is extremely important 
and part of the fundamental underpinnings of our judicial system, the 
freedoms we enjoy, the freedoms we talk about when we say that we 
support our veterans because they have fought for our ability to build 
a society that has these freedoms. 


Canada has a society that has developed over the many years, 
through trial and error in some cases, not always making progress. It 
seems as if we are going to take some backward steps in the next few 
months with Bill C-10. We will go backward and there will be 
another government to go forward again. It is not always the steady 
march of progress, as I am sure members are aware. It depends in 
which direction we want to go, but in this case the Charter of Rights 
and Freedoms has brought a great measure of protection to our 
citizens and a standard by which the justice system is measured. 


© (1045) 


As to Corporal Leblanc, he was dealt with because the appeal was 
allowed in part. However, the part which found him guilty of neglect 
of duty was upheld, but only on a technicality. In that case the court 
martial judge thought there was security of tenure until retirement or 
maybe that he was ready to retire and it did not matter to him. 
However, the principle was a factor in the case and was enough of a 
factor to get it to the Court Martial Appeal Court of Canada. That is a 
separate court of appeal. From that court of appeal, a case can go 
directly to the Supreme Court of Canada, so it is a very high court. 


We really did not need this case to prove it because representatives 
of the legal system, the military justice system and the Department of 
National Defence and anyone who was interested in the matter, as 


well as Michel Drapeau who appeared before our committee the last 
time, talked about this as a fundamental problem. 


There are other issues we can talk about in terms of military 
justice. Is it necessary for those judges be officers? That is an 
interesting point. It has been argued before the defence committee 
that we should have a mix of civilian and military judges in the 
military justice system. It is important to understand how the military 
works, but it is also important to not get caught up in the culture of 
the military to the exclusion of the importance of having a standard 
justice that applies equally to citizens whether they are in the military 
or not. We can debate that at length. 


However, in the context of this situation, we believe it is important 
that the military justice system not be hamstrung by a system which 
everyone clearly recognizes fails to meet the standard of appropriate 
impartiality and does not meet the constitutional test. 


I have had some thoughts about the requirement of retirement at 
age 60. If we consider the notion that it is a military justice system, 
then from the day one joins the military, he or she knows there is a 
mandatory retirement at age 60. That is part of the system. It has 
nothing to do with whether one is a judge or a master corporal 
working on base or a general. The fact that one is appointed as a 
military judge, he or she still has to retire at age 60 as opposed to a 
Supreme Court judge who retires at age 75 or at age 70, depending 
on which jurisdiction. Those judges have been considered to have 
judicial independence. In the military, 60 is young for a judge. 
However, in the military context it is not considered to be a 
mandatory form of retirement. 


There are some issues about supernumeraries, but that is a detail 
we do not need to get into now. If there is a mandatory retirement 
age of 60, at least in the context of the report on the court case itself, 
and I do not have the whole transcript in front of me and I do not 
know everything that was argued, there does not appear to be a lot of 
other discussion about other aspects of it. The focus was on the five- 
year renewable term being the issue, which is what we are dealing 
with now. Any possible nuances on that could perhaps be argued at 
another time and in another case. In this case, the provision of the 
five-year renewable term is clearly the one that needs to be changed. 


We support that change. We support fast-tracking it. We support 
passing it today and sending it to the other place for consideration. 
However, without unanimous consent, we will have a second 
reading debate. It will then have to go to committee. The defence 
committee will have to look at it. Then it would be sent back for 
report stage in the House. There will be a potential debate at report 
stage, then at third reading. It would then go to the Senate to have it 
dealt with and then be passed into law. It may take some time, 
perhaps beyond December 2. I do not know what pace the other 
members in the House will take in dealing with this. We are satisfied 
to have it passed today and to go on to the other place. It is important 
that we deal with constitutional matters that are clearly agreed upon. 
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@ (1050) 


As the member for Saanich—Gulf Islands has said, she has no 
problem with the legislation, but it is a question of having other 
issues intertwined, which unfortunately the government has seen fit 
to do despite the fact that it is normal courtesy in the House to 
recognize an important national event like Remembrance Day. 
Courtesy should be extended to members to be allowed to say a few 
words. 


Those are my remarks at second reading and I would be happy to 
respond to any questions or comments. 


Mr. Ted Opitz (Etobicoke Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, first, I 
have to direct a comment to the independent member who blocked 
unanimous consent this morning. I note he did not remain in the 
House and that speaks to the ethics, integrity and values— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Order, please. I 
remind all hon. members that it is not the practice of the House to 
make direct reference to who is or is not in the chamber. With that, I 
will go back to the hon. member for Etobicoke Centre, if he has a 
question. 


Mr. Ted Opitz: Mr. Speaker, I apologize, I did not realize that was 
a rule. However, no politician in the House should walk upon the 
backs of Canadian Forces members, because we already stand upon 
their shoulders, especially on a minor political irritant or argument 
that would hold up something that is so fundamental to the fairness 
of all Canadian Forces soldiers. 


I have a question for the hon. member for St. John's East, who I 
have had the pleasure of serving with on the defence committee. Hé 
is an accomplished and intelligent individual. 


The backgrounder to the legislation states that: 


The military justice system is designed to promote the operational effectiveness of 
the Canadian Forces by contributing to the maintenance of discipline, efficiency and 
morale. 


Former Justice Lamer of the Supreme Court states: 

To maintain the Armed Forces in a state of readiness, the military must be in a 
position to enforce internal discipline effectively and efficiently. Breaches of military 
discipline must be dealt with speedily and, frequently, punished more severely than 
would be the case if a civilian engaged in such conduct. As a result, the military has 
its own Code of Service Discipline to allow it to meet its particular disciplinary 
needs. In addition, special service tribunals, rather than the ordinary courts— 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Order, please. The 

Chair has tried to signal to the member that his time to question is 
over. If he could quickly come to his question, that would be 
appreciated. 


Mr. Ted Opitz: Mr. Speaker, does the hon. member and his party 
agree that there is a need and a place for a separate military justice 
system? 

Mr. Jack Harris: Mr. Speaker, first, I thank the member for 
Etobicoke Centre for his kind remarks and compliment of my work 
on the defence committee. 


The statement the member read from the report of the late Mr. 
Justice Antonio Lamer is an important one. It is a fundamental tenet 
of military justice overview. There are a number of other matters as 
well that become evident if one reads more closely to what Justice 
Lamer said. There are differences between military justice and 
civilian justice and part of it has to do with the operational aspect. 
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For example, in a combat zone, we do not have the same leisure to 
deal with matters, particularly if they involve discipline. I think it is 
widely recognized around the world that military justice is different 
and the need for a prompt response to matters than can affect morale 
and operational security is extremely important. 


I agree with the general principle that there needs to be a separate 
military justice system, but it also must be closely examined to 
ensure that we do not go beyond what is necessary for the sake of 
having an efficient military. Indeed, it has been enunciated here that 
the Charter of Rights and Freedoms must be considered applicable to 
the situation. Although, the Charter of Rights and Freedoms itself 
says that it can be modified if it is proven to be necessary for 
operational reasons. Section | of the charter is an exception system. 


@ (1055) 


Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I never cease to be amazed at the talent of this institution 
to turn what should be short and sweet into long and painful. 


I listened to the hon. member's speech and I listened to the speech 
of the hon. member before him. There is not a word with which any 
of us disagree, yet we have now used virtually an hour's worth of 
time to talk about something on which we all agree. 


My comment and question is that I have neither comment nor 
question. I urge hon. members to do the same. 


Mr. Jack Harris: Mr. Speaker, I would tend to agree with him. In 
fact, I believe we offered unanimous consent, along with the hon. 
member, so this could be put into law immediately, but since 
unanimous consent was refused, I thought it important on the eve of 
Remembrance Day week that we talk about that important principle 
for which our veterans fight, and fought, and for which some laid 
down their lives, and that is the freedoms we enjoy. 


This is about those fundamental freedoms—not only the 
fundamental freedoms of all Canadians, but in this case the 
fundamental rights and freedoms as they apply to our soldiers 
themselves. 


I beg the indulgence of my former colleague on the defence 
committee to allow us to have this discussion and to talk about how 
important it is that we recognize that this is one of the freedoms 
contained in the Charter of Rights and Freedoms that people are 
fighting for. As I was going to point out to my previous colleague, 
the Charter of Rights and Freedoms guarantees the rights and 
freedoms that it sets out, subject only to such reasonable limits 
prescribed by law as can demonstrably justified in a free and 
democratic society. That is what we are trying to achieve in this 
country. 


Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Mr. 


Speaker, I want to thank the member for St. John's East for his 


comments and | certainly agree with all the compliments going his 
way in terms of the work he does. We are very proud of the member. 


I want to clarify again with the member two things. Number one, 
ordinarily the public has the right to expect that the official 
opposition will hold the government's feet to the fire in terms of 
being accountable, yet here we see the opposition just lying down 
and letting things happen. 
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Second, the government members are forever saying that the 
official opposition, the NDP, does not support the military and does 
not support our troops. They say that all the time. We hear a couple 
of them howling now. 


Would the hon. member take an opportunity to concisely explain 
why the official opposition is doing what it is doing today, and how 
the official opposition feels about our citizens in uniform? 


Mr. Jack Harris: Looking at the clock, Mr. Speaker, I do not 
think it gives me enough time to deal with the important questions 
raised by my colleague, the new defence critic, who so far, and it has 
only been a week or so, is doing a great job in his new role. 


As the official opposition, NDP members have two roles. One is 
to hold the government to account, but we are also Her Majesty's 
Loyal Opposition, so it is about our taking a responsible position 
when we have legislation like this, legislation that is concise and to 
the point about ensuring that our soldiers have the same fundamental 
rights as everybody else. 


We are ready to co-operate. We are ready to give voice to that. We 
are ready to see this put into law as quickly as possible. 


The people opposite like to propagandize every chance they get 
by, uttering rhetorical flourishes such as “The NDP hates the 
military” or “The NDP does not support our troops”. All of the 
things they say all the time are hogwash, as I think even the hon. 
members who say it know, but we sometimes need to remind 
Canadians of that; there are more of them than there are of us for the 
time being, so we need to speak louder. 


@ (1100) 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): The time for 


questions and comments has expired, just in time for statements 
by members. 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
[Translation] 


VETERANS 


Mr. Royal Galipeau (Ottawa—Orléans, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in 
memory of my father and my uncles, Raymond, Laurent and 
Rodolphe, who all served this country, 


[English] 


in honour of the volunteers of the Royal Canadian Legion, Don 
Johns, Bud Dion, Jeannine and Raymond St-Louis, Frank Stacey, 
and all the volunteers who offer poppies this week, this is Jn 
Flanders Fields, by John McCrae: 


In Flanders fields the poppies blow 
Between the crosses, row on row, 
That mark our place; and in the sky 
The larks, still bravely singing, fly 
Scarce heard amid the guns below... 


[Translation] 


We are the Dead. 
Short days ago 


We lived, felt dawn, saw sunset glow, 
Loved, and were loved, and now we lie 
In Flanders Fields. 


[English] 


Take up our quarrel with the foe: 

To you from failing hands, we throw 
The torch; be yours to hold it high. 

If ye break faith with us who die 

We shall not sleep, though poppies grow 
In Flanders fields... 


kK * 


REMEMBRANCE 


Mr. Mark Adler (York Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, tonight I 
will be celebrating Russian Unity Day with the Canadian-speaking 
Russian community and thanking them for their dedication to 
Canada. 


In celebrating our cultural diversity, we are all reminded of the 
countless blessings we enjoy in this country, and this is a time to 
remember those who are protecting our freedoms. 


With Remembrance Day on the horizon and Veterans' Week 
starting tomorrow, Canadians are remembering our past and 
honouring those who have served and are currently serving in 
uniform. 


We also cannot forget the sacrifices made or the lives lost in war, 
which is why I stand in support of our government to create a 
National Holocaust Memorial. As the Minister of State (Democratic 
Reform) recently said: 

The National Holocaust Monument will serve as a symbol of Canadian value and 


diversity as much as it will be a memorial for the millions of victims and families 
destroyed. 


As the first child of a Holocaust survivor to be elected as a 
member of this Parliament, this monument is very meaningful to me 
personally and to my family. Furthermore, from November | to 
November 11, the annual Holocaust Education Week is an effort to 
educate all Canadians about the Holocaust. 


I call on all members of this House to support these important 
events and initiatives. 


kK * 


MONSIGNOR PERCY JOHNSON CATHOLIC HIGH 
SCHOOL 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to celebrate Monsignor Percy Johnson Catholic High School 
in Etobicoke North, its principal Susan Souter, teachers Joe Paczuski 
and Marcella Porretta, and their students. 


Ms. Porretta is described as an exemplary leader and an 
inspiration to the students, tireless in her dedication to fostering 
community and compassion among youth, and a saint of education 
and community. 


Ms. Porretta formed a Me to We chapter of 130 students who give 
up weekends to volunteer in the community and who have 
fundraised over $20,000 for schools in Sierra Leone and Ecuador. 
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I had the honour of attending their community harvest brunch, and 
was humbled, overwhelmed and forever touched by the generosity 
and kindness of the Me to We club and their teachers. 


I celebrate them all and look forward to attending their next event. 


kK * 


NEW DEMOCRATIC PARTY OF CANADA 


Mr. Dean Del Mastro (Peterborough, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there 
was disunity in the NDP ranks again yesterday as the NDP 
leadership hopeful and member for Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik 
—Eeyou distanced himself from the NDP's stance towards a 
hypothetical sovereign Quebec. 


While the NDP is contradicting itself on hypothetical constitu- 
tional matters, our Conservative government remains focused on the 
top priority of Quebeckers and all Canadians, jobs and economic 
growth. This is yet another worrying example of the NDP and its 
priorities and policies. 


Now that the NDP has set a precedent by punishing two of their 
MPs who refused to follow the orders of their leader on the 
Conservative government's bid to end the wasteful and ineffective 
long gun registry, will the MP for Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik— 
Eeyou suffer the same fate? There seems to be a real democratic 
deficit over there. They are not allowing MPs to vote their 
conscience. 


KR * 
@ (1105) 
[Translation] 


CITY OF RIMOUSKI 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, a recent study by the Canadian Federation 
of Independent Business—the CFIB—entitled “Communities in 
Boom” ranks Rimouski in 11th place among Canadian cities and 
second in Quebec when it comes to entrepreneurial vision. 


There is no denying that small and medium-sized businesses are 
what drive the economic development of the Lower St. Lawrence 
and, as the vice-president and chief economist of the CFIB said, “... 
independent businesses and start-ups are vital sources of energy on 
which communities grow and flourish”. 


In a press release, the mayor of Rimouski, Eric Forest, highlighted 
the hard work of Chantal Pilon and the Société de promotion 
économique de Rimouski. She and her team work with entrepreneurs 
every day to promote the economic and social well-being of their 
community. 


Positive results can be achieved when we work hard and work 
together. That is why I would like to increase our efforts to promote 
unity among the socio-economic players in my riding, so that the 
other communities in my region can experience the same optimism, 
confidence and success. Keep up the good work. 


kK *K 


ASBESTOS 


Mr. François Lapointe (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouraska 
—Riviére-du-Loup, NDP): Mr. Speaker, on Wednesday, a number 
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of Conservative MPs took the moral high ground and chose not to 
vote against the NDP motion and I commend them for that today. 
The hon. members for Sarnia—Lambton, Ottawa—Orléans, Leth- 
bridge, Edmonton—Leduc and. London West chose not to spread 
disease among thousands of workers, not to prevent the creation of 
an assistance plan for the asbestos regions and not to tarnish the 
reputation of the House or of Canada. 


The same cannot be said about the vast majority of Conservative 
caucus members, who turned a deaf ear to the colleges of physicians, 
which insisted that protecting health must come before political 
interests. 


It is time for this government to face the facts and change its 
position on asbestos. 


[English] 
REMEMBRANCE DAY 


Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, in the next number of days Canadians will pause to 
remember. Lest we forget. 


I rise today to honour Canada's veterans and salute those who help 
us remember. 


Cambridge artist Dave Sopha wanted our soldiers' sacrifice in 
Afghanistan to be remembered. After two and a half years and 6,500 
hours of work, the portraits of honour was completed in May of this 
year. One hundred and fifty-seven of our soldiers will each be 
remembered larger than life in intimate detail on a 40-foot by 10-foot 
mural. 


Thanks to the support of Kin Canada, hundreds of thousands of 
Canadians have taken the time to view and to remember. We will 
remember them as individual heroes with families, thanks to Dave 
Sopha's creation. 


I ask all Canadians to join me in celebrating Dave Sopha and the 
tens of thousands of veterans, volunteers and sponsors who organize 
remembrance events in communities across Canada. 


Lest we forget. 


INNOVATIVE WOOD CONSTRUCTION AWARDS 


Mr. Greg Rickford (Kenora, CPC): Mr. Speaker, last night was 
a very special night for northwestern Ontario at the Ontario Wood 
WORKS! gala for innovative wood construction. 
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FedNor sponsored Wood WORKS! recognizes excellence in the 
cutting-edge use of wood products in commercial and community 
projects designed and made in Ontario. Plenty of great projects were 
recognized all across Ontario, and I congratulate them all, but in the 
end it was the great Kenora riding's time to shine, taking home not 
one, not two, but three awards: the Institutional Wood Design Award 
under $10 million for the Lake of the Woods Discovery Centre, the 
Northern Ontario Excellence Award for the Sioux Lookout Meno Ya 
Win Health Centre, and the best overall architect award to Nelson 
Architecture of Kenora. 


Forestry is a critical part of northwestern Ontario's past, present 
and future. We are just plain good with wood. 


I want to thank the Wood WORKS! program for helping to raise 
the profile of our wood design and production excellence. North- 
western Ontario wood works, and our achievements last night are 
further examples of what is so great about the great Kenora riding. 


XX * 


PRIME MINISTER'S AWARD FOR TEACHING 
EXCELLENCE 


Mr. Dan Harris (Scarborough Southwest, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
am very honoured to stand again to say how proud I am that two 
teachers in my riding of Scarborough Southwest are recipients of this 
year's prestigious Prime Minister's Award for Teaching Excellence. 


The second teacher I would like to recognize is Al Baigent, a 
teacher at Neil McNeil Catholic Secondary School. 


The award-winning leadership program that Mr. Baigent has 
developed is an asset to his students, their families and our 
community as a whole. Students in his program are developing 
critical leadership skills that prepare them for the future. 


In addition to his incredible work in the classroom, Mr. Baigent is 
also very involved in extracurricular sports activities, organizing 
local cross-country running events as well as helping to coordinate 
province-wide track meets. Mr. Baigent also leads many school trips 
locally and abroad and shares his expertise with new and interested 
teachers. Our community is truly privileged to have such a 
passionate, creative and dedicated teacher working in our schools. 


I want to extend my sincere congratulations to Mr. Baigent on 
receiving this year's Prime Minister's Award for Teaching Excellence 
and thank him for the commitment he demonstrates on a daily basis 
to the students at Neil McNeil. 


ik) 
@ (1110) 


POLISH INDEPENDENCE DAY 


Mr. Ted Opitz (Etobicoke Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Polish 
Independence Day will be celebrated on November 11 by Poles 
around the world. 


Ninety-three years have passed since Poland regained its 
independence as a free and democratic state. All Polish people are 
rightly proud of this achievement and have guarded that hard-fought 
independence throughout the 20th century. 
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Two years after its re-establishment in 1920, the fledgling Polish 
state faced its greatest challenge when the Soviet Red Army invaded 
Poland. Against all odds, the Polish military repelled the Red Army, 
thereby saving western Europe from a Communist fate. This resolute 
commitment to freedom has always defined the Polish spirit. 


This year's commemoration marks the end of another era in the 
history of Poland's fight for the cause of freedom with the passing of 
Brigadier-General Tadeusz Sawicz, who had lived in Canada since 
1957 and was the last known Polish veteran of the Battle of Britain. 


A week from now, when we commemorate Remembrance Day 
and Poland celebrates its Independence Day, let us remember the 
invaluable contributions of those soldiers who fought for their 
freedom and ours. 


[Translation] 


ABITIBI-TÉMISCAMINGUE INTERNATIONAL FILM 
FESTIVAL 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the 30th international film festival in Abitibi-Témiscamin- 
gue closed yesterday evening. This festival proves that culture is 
alive and well in the remote regions. Every year, this festival 
showcases outstanding animated, short and feature films and 
everything in between . 


I would like to point out that two hon. members from this House 
contributed to these films. We can hear the hon. member for 
Timmins—James Bay singing and providing commentary in the 
documentary by Richard Desjardins and Robert Monderie called 
Trou Story or The Hole Story which paints a picture of the mining 
industry in Canada. The hon. member for Manicouagan plays a role 
in the fictional feature film Mesnak, the first such film directed by a 
member of the first nations, namely Yves Sioui Durand, who does a 
fine job paying tribute to first nations peoples. This year, the Grand 
Prix Hydro-Québec went to director Philippe Falardeau for his film 
Monsieur Lazhar. 


In closing, I would like to congratulate the three co-founders of 
the festival, Mr. Matte, Mr. Dallaire and Mr. Parent, on receiving the 
Quebec National Assembly medal. Congratulations, gentlemen, on 
your accomplishments. 


[English] 
IMMIGRATION 


Mr. Paul Calandra (Oak Ridges—Markham, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday our Conservative government announced that it 
is planning to welcome more federal skilled workers in 2012. In fact, 
it plans to welcome over 55,000 federal skilled workers in 2012, up 
from 47,000 last year. 


I am also proud to inform the House that, after the previous 
Liberal government left us with a massive backlog of applications 
and very long wait times, our government took actions that are 
showing great results. 
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Despite opposition from both the NDP and the Liberals, our 
government has cut the backlog left by the Liberals in half, which is 
two years earlier than expected. Now skilled workers are waiting 
only months, not years, to have their files processed. 


Our Conservative government's number one priority remains the 
economy. We recognize the importance of immigration to our 
economy and we value the contributions of skilled immigrants who 
add to our international competitiveness in the global economy. Our 
government remains committed to attracting the best and brightest to 
our country. | 


[Translation] 


MICHEL BILODEAU 


Hon. Mauril Bélanger (Ottawa—Vanier, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
today I wish to pay tribute to the success of a passionate man who 
has put his heart and soul into the collective well-being of our 
children. His career is winding down, at least for now. Michel 
Bilodeau will be retiring this week, after five years at the helm of 
CHEO, the Children's Hospital of Eastern Ontario. This marks the 
end of a 34-year career in the health care sector. Earlier in his career, 
he was the CEO of health services at the Sisters of Charity of 
Ottawa. In recognition of his work, he was named personality of the 
week by the newspaper, Le Droit. 


A fellow of the Canadian College of Health Leaders, Michel has ~ 


always been very involved in Canada's health care sector, including 
sitting on boards for a number of organizations, including the 
Ontario Hospital Association and the Ontario Council of Teaching 
Hospitals. 


I wish you, Michel, and your wife, Jocelyne, a wonderful 
retirement that is just busy enough. Thank you for everything, 
Michel. We hope you enjoy both your retirement and a few good 
bottles of wine. 


@ (1115) 
[English] 
VETERANS 


Mr. Randy Hoback (Prince Albert, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in 1939 
the world was again at war. Canada again answered the call. From 
the Battle of the Atlantic, to the Pacific theatre, to Juno Beach, and of 
course the liberation of the Netherlands, we fought above our 
weight. 


Over a million Canadians and Newfoundlanders left to serve our 
country and more than 45,000 did not return, a truly remarkable 
sacrifice for a young nation with a population of only 11 million 
people. 


These courageous men and women brought honour and respect to 
our country. It is our duty to preserve the legacy they handed to us 
and to ensure that their selfless dedication is never forgotten. 


This Veterans' Week we will honour the generations of Canadians 
who bravely served this country and those who wear the Canadian 
uniform with pride today. Lest we forget. 
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HELICOPTER CRASH 


Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, Wednesday's helicopter crash south of 
Kapuskasing, near Clear Lake, which took the lives of three 
northern Ontario residents will echo through the communities along 
the Highway 11 corridor and North Bay for a long time. 


[Translation] 


What should have been just another day at work for the pilot, Greg 
Sawyer, of North Bay, and his two passengers, Tembec employees 
Dan Simis, of Val Rita, and Chad McQuade, of Kapuskasing, ended 
in the worst way possible: they were killed in the prime of their lives. 
A tragedy like this affects the victims' families, friends, colleagues 
and employers, and hits these tightly woven communities in northern 
Ontario hard. 


This reminds us just how precious life is and that nothing should 
be taken for granted. I ask the members of this House to join me, my 
provincial counterpart, Gilles Bison, the mayor of Kapuskasing and 
the people of Tembec in offering our deepest sympathies and sincere 
condolences to the families, friends and colleagues of these men. 


Fei eK, 
[English] 


VETERANS 


Ms. Lois Brown (Newmarket—Aurora, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
Nellie McClung once said, “People must know the past to 
understand the present and to face the future”. 


As we approach Veterans' Week, I would like to take a moment to 
reflect on the important role of women in Canada's proud military 
tradition. 


As members of the armed forces, whether serving in air, on land 
or on sea or as civilians providing support roles, the contribution of 
women to Canada's military history has been as diverse as the 
women themselves. 


[Translation] 


They kept the home fires burning, nursed injured soldiers and 
served in conflicts around the world. They have fought and died to 
defend and protect Canadian values. No matter what challenges and 
dangers they faced, Canadian women answered the call. 


[English] 


We will remember them. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
[English] 
EMPLOYMENT 
Ms. Chris Charlton (Hamilton Mountain, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
New Democrats have been pointing out daily that the Conservatives 
have no jobs plan. With the devastating job loss numbers announced 
today, maybe now the government will finally listen. Unemployment 


is once again on the rise. Canada lost 72,000 jobs in October alone, 
most of them from the high value-added manufacturing sector. 
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When will the Conservatives change their course of action and 
make job creation the priority? Where is the plan? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, job creation and economic growth have been and will 
continue to be our number one priority as a government. 


We are pleased with the 600,000 jobs that have been created since 
the bottom of the recession in July 2009, but we deeply sympathize 
with anyone who lost their job this past month. As we have said all 
along, Canada is not immune from the global economic turbulence 
in the United States and Europe, but the House can be assured that 
this government will maintain its focus on jobs and economic 
growth. 


Ms. Chris Charlton (Hamilton Mountain, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
just like its jobs plan, that answer does not cut it. 


The 72,000 Canadians who lost their jobs last month know that 
the government has abandoned them. There are almost 300,000 more 
unemployed Canadians today than in July 2008 and that was just 
before the recession that the government could not even see coming. 


What is the Conservatives’ message for those out of work 
Canadians and their families? Is it, “Just wait for the next corporate 
tax cuts and all will be well”? It has not worked and it will not work. 
Put people back to work now. 


@ (1120) 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, job creation and economic growth are the centrepiece of the 
next phase of Canada's economic action plan. 


Right now, before the House, we have an important measure to 
help protect and create jobs such as the hiring credit for small 
business. What we need is for.the New Democratic Party to stand up 
and support that initiative, to support small business, to support the 
economic engine of our economy. 


We will remain focused on job creation. When will the NDP stand 
up and support that initiative to help our small businesses? 


[Translation] 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the Conservative numbers are clearly 
bogus. The government can play with statistics as much as it wants 
in order to mask its failure, but the reality is that the unemployment 
rate rose in October: 72,000 full-time jobs were lost. 


Can the Conservatives stop pretending? The government's 
economic inaction plan is not creating jobs; it is creating victims. 
What will the government do about the 72,000 full-time jobs that 
were lost? Will it replace them with 18,000 part-time jobs and 
declare a victory? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, our priority is job creation and economic growth. We will 
continue to work on our economic action plan. We have created 
600,000 jobs in the past two years, but we will continue to work 
harder to grow the economy and create jobs. That is the real priority 
for Canadians and for our government. 


CANADA REVENUE AGENCY 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the number of troubling revelations about 
the Canada Revenue Agency is growing. We are talking about an 
extortion scheme and bribes paid by entrepreneurs in exchange for 
substantial tax reductions. The RCMP's investigation into this 
corruption, which was focusing on the Montreal office, has now 
been expanded to include other Quebec offices. 


Can the government confirm the news and tell us what measures it 
has taken to tighten controls at the Canada Revenue Agency? 


[English] 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Revenue, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the government 
appreciates that these are very serious allegations. An RCMP 
investigation into this matter is ongoing and CRA officials are co- 
operating fully. Many of these allegations date back more than a 
decade and some of these cases are currently making their way 
through the courts. 


The integrity of our tax system is very important to all Canadians 
and we will take all steps necessary to ensure it is protected. 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the corruption investigation started in the 
Montreal office and now has spread. Other Quebec offices are under 
investigation. The growing scope of this investigation is raising 
questions about the state of the CRA as a whole. Canadians expect 
this agency to operate with impeccable integrity. 


Conservatives need to clear the air about these troubling 
corruption allegations. Can the government tell us if it has asked 
for an investigation all across Canada and what is it doing to restore 
the confidence of Canadians? 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Revenue, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we absolutely agree that 
the integrity of our tax system is important to all Canadians. Our 
government will take any steps necessary to ensure it is protected. 
An RCMP investigation into these matters is ongoing and CRA 
officials are co-operating fully. 


[Translation] 


AUDITOR GENERAL 


Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is 
becoming increasingly clear that the Conservatives, by toying with 
the process and appointing an anglophone auditor general, have 
violated one of our country's basic values. When the job posting 
states that proficiency in French and English is an essential hiring 
condition for the position of Auditor General, it does not meant that 
bilingualism is an asset qualification; it is an immutable condition. It 
is part of the qualifications. If the candidate is not bilingual, then the 
candidate should not be offered the job. 


Will the Prime Minister recognize that the government erred in its 
flawed process and that the only thing left to do is to start from 
square one and appoint a bilingual auditor general? 
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Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, we chose the best candidate who applied for the position of 
Auditor General. This candidate is highly qualified. He will do a 
good job. 


[English] 


What is increasingly clear is that the Liberal Party wants to use 
this issue to divide Canadians. This individual has committed to 
learning our second language and we should be very proud of that 
fact. 


[Translation] 


Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this tainted 
process is now affecting the Office of the Auditor General of 
Canada. I have just learned that Michel Dorais, who is one of the 
independent members of the audit committee and has been a senior 
public servant for over 30 years, has just resigned, stating that he 
cannot “continue to serve...while accepting that the incoming auditor 
general does not meet an essential requirement for the position.” 
Michel Dorais has spent his entire career fighting for bilingualism in 
the public service. 


What are the Conservatives waiting for to show respect for all 
Canadians and for Michel Dorais as a bilingual individual? 


@ (1125) 
[English] 

Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, this government strongly supports the official languages of 


this great country. We are pleased that the best candidate for the job 
has agreed to learn French. 


What is interesting is the double standard of the Liberal Party. 
When the last Liberal prime minister, Paul Martin, appointed a 
unilingual anglophone as his finance minister was that member 
standing to complain? No. He was standing right behind that 
decision. If it is good enough for a minister of finance to be 
unilingually English, why is it not good enough for the best 
candidate to be appointed as Auditor General and who has 
committed to learning French? 


| Translation | 


Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we do not 
want an auditor general for the government; we want an auditor 
general for Parliament and for all Canadians. 


[English] 


Now we learn that one of the two independent members of the AG 
internal audit committee, a distinguished ex-deputy minister of over 
30 years, Michel Dorais, submitted his resignation this morning. 
Why? It is because for him bilingualism was no longer an issue of 
convenience or communication but a question of competency. 


I have his letter in my hand. No more excuses. What must be done 
is to make the Prime Minister come to his senses and launch a new 
selection process. Canadians want that. What will he do about it? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, we have a new Auditor General, someone who embraces 
our official languages, someone who has committed to learning 
French, which is tremendously important. 
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Eighty per cent of Canadians do not have bilingual qualifications. 
There is a role for them. This individual has committed to learning 
French, but, again, this is one rule for the public service and another 
rule for the Liberal Party. The Liberal Party was quite happy to have 
a unilingual anglophone who did not speak French, despite serving 
in Parliament for 30 years, and yet it puts another rule on everyone 
else. One rule for the Liberal Party and another rule for Canadians. 


[Translation] 


MINISTER OF STATE FOR SMALL BUSINESS AND 
TOURISM 


Mr. Mathieu Ravignat (Pontiac, NDP): Mr. Speaker, Michael 
Chamas, who is currently facing international drug trafficking 
charges, attended a Conservative fundraising event in 2008. The 
former foreign affairs minister and current Minister of State for 
Small Business and Tourism introduced this person, saying that what 
the party needed was support from people like him who believe in 
themselves, because in the end, they are the ones who will create 
wealth and jobs and really make something of themselves. 


Will the Minister of State for Small Business and Tourism admit 
that his comments were completely inappropriate coming from a 
minister? 


Hon. Maxime Bernier (Minister of State (Small Business and 
Tourism), CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I have publicly stated many times, 
the first and only time I met that individual was at a public event. 
That person asked to have a photo taken with me and I agreed. I have 
not seen that person since. 


Mr. Mathieu Ravignat (Pontiac, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
Mr. Chamas donated $5,000 in cash to the Papineau Conservative 
Party riding association. He even gave the former foreign affairs 
minister a giftwrapped parcel. The minister's assistant wrote that the 
RCMP had called to say that everyone present at that event had been 
placed under close surveillance. 


Can the Minister of State for Small Business and Tourism tell us 
why he was there? 


[English] 


The Speaker: I am not sure questions about donations for 
political parties by private individuals count as administration of 
government, but I do see the government House leader rising to 
answer. 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I will simply say that we respect 
all aspects of the Elections Act and all those that relate to political 
financing. 
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ETHICS 


Mr. Malcolm Allen (Welland, NDP): Mr. Speaker, when it 
comes to meeting with shady businessmen, Canadians expect more 
from cabinet ministers and expect good judgment from all of us in 
the House today. 


However, the Minister of State for Small Business and Tourism 
was at a meeting with an accused gun-runner and where he saw cash- 
stuffed envelopes were being passed around. 


Will the minister of state stop stonewalling and please tell 
Canadians what his role was in this fiasco? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is quite clear that if anybody 
has any information suggesting that any law has been broken, they 
should bring that forward, otherwise, they should resist the 
temptation to simply make smears, such as the opposition member 
wishes to do right now. 


Mr. Malcolm Allen (Welland, NDP): Mr. Speaker, corruption at 
the CRA, cabinet minister carousing with accused gun smugglers 
and stonewalling on their G8 slush fund. It has not been a good week 
for Conservatives. In fact, one newspaper editorial put it this week, 
“Ts the Prime Minister getting a queasy feeling? He should be. This 
isn't pretty”. How true. 


On Wednesday, the Muskoka minister failed to answer questions 
at committee and flailed around while he was there. However, he did 
promise one thing. He promised to send an evaluation of his pork 
barrel projects. 


Will the minister table those documents today? 
@ (1130) 

Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the President of the Treasury Board attended committee, as 
I did and as three deputy ministers did, and answered all questions 
that members had on this issue. 


The Auditor General has confirmed that all money was spent 
appropriately. Every dollar has been accounted for and all the money 
that was spent was on public infrastructure. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, on Wednesday, not only was the President of the Treasury Board 
asked to hand over the FedNor evaluation done by Tom Dodds, but 
he was also asked to give Parliament the project applications that 
went directly through his constituency office, to which the President 
of the Treasury Board responded, “Sure.” 


The person who controls our country's spending must keep his 
promises. When will we see these documents? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the President of the Treasury Board spent two hours 
answering all the members' questions in committee and also 
answered them here in this House. He responded to all the requests 
of the Auditor General and to each request for documents that she 
made. 


The government works very hard to ensure that every dollar goes 
towards public projects, projects for municipalities and provincial 
infrastructure projects. And every dollar went to those needs. 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, the President of the Treasury Board's testimony left us with more 
questions than answers. As if by magic, of the 242 projects 
proposed, only 33 remained. Who in the government assessed the 
relevance of these projects? Why did no department document the 
process? 


Canadians have a right to know, and this government has a duty to 
be transparent. When will we finally get the truth? 


[English] 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, before committee, all the questions were given responses. 


With respect to the 32 projects that received funding, all of them 
were evaluated by public servants of Infrastructure Canada who 
deemed that every one of those projects were eligible under the 
criteria established before the program. Each one of those 32 projects 
had a contribution agreement that was prepared by the public service 
and signed off by the relevant authorities. 


The reality is that the President of the Treasury Board answered 
every question at committee. I regret that the New Democratic Party 
is not prepared to accept answers for those questions. 


ATOMIC ENERGY OF CANADA LIMITED 


Mr. François Lapointe (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouraska 
—Riviére-du-Loup, NDP): Mr. Speaker, yesterday, the government 
quietly revealed that it will spend more than $800 million on AECL 
this year alone. 


Many people may say that massive overspending on the nuclear 
crown corporation is par for the course for the government, but what 
is different this time is that it has already sold most of the business to 
a private company. 


Why is the minister hanging taxpayers out to dry while 
subsidizing privatized nuclear power? 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, the reason that we have sold this to a strong private 
sector partner is precisely for that reason. We agree that AECL is 
costing taxpayers too much money and that is why we moved ahead. 


Actually, if the NDP had its way, there would not be a nuclear job 
in this country. It would cost Canadians 30,000 jobs. 


We are moving ahead, protecting taxpayers and protecting 
industry at the same time. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. François Lapointe (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouraska 
—Riviére-du-Loup, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the government has 
botched the sale of Atomic Energy of Canada Limited. Furthermore, 
it was not transparent about the process and we are now seeing the 
results. We have learned that the sale of the CANDU reactor division 
has cost $280 million and that the return on investment was only $15 
million. That is a net loss of $265 million for Canadians, who had 
already paid $21 billion to support Atomic Energy of Canada 
Limited ever since it was created. 


Starting in 2012, will this government stop running Canada's 
energy resources at a loss? 
[English] 

Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, our government is taking a responsible approach. We 
are protecting taxpayers' interests while ensuring the future of the 
nuclear industry in Canada. 


My colleague mentioned that there are 2,000 jobs in Mississauga 
alone that are connected to the nuclear industry. We are proud to 
protect those jobs. The NDP keeps talking about jobs for Canadians. 
We are protecting those jobs. 


In this transition, I need to point out that the costs are actually 
lower than they were initially estimated to be. We have saved 
hundreds of Canadian jobs through doing that. 


As the member mentioned, the costs associated with this 
divestiture are well-known to the public. 


xe * 
@ (1135) 


CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, late last 
night, the heavy hand of the state came smashing down to destroy a 
great Canadian institution. It was a sham, it was a travesty and it 
would surely offend the sensibilities of anybody who would call 
themselves a democrat. 


All that is left now is to pay for the minister's ideological zeal to 
kneecap the Canadian Wheat Board. With no money for social 
programs, no money for affordable housing and no money for the 
environment, where will the government find $500 million to live 
out the fantasy of that minister's obsession to destroy the Canadian 
Wheat Board? 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, is it just me or is there a bit of irony in the fact that the 
member opposite wants to legalize marijuana but criminalize grain? 


I also need to point out that we did meet last night and one of the 
amendments that the NDP wanted to bring forward, which the 
Liberals supported, would actually have jailed farmers again. We 
were not prepared to go there. 


Farmers woke up this morning thrilled to finally hear that Bill 
C-18 has been returned to the House. We will soon have a debate at 
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until they have freedom. 


En a aD 


AUDITOR GENERAL OF CANADA 


Hon. Mauril Bélanger (Ottawa—Vanier, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
my question is quite straightforward. Why did the Conservative 
government not follow the example set by its own leader, the current 
Prime Minister, in its choice of a nominee for the next auditor 
general? Why did it not respect the criteria published in the Canada 
Gazette and recommend a nominee proficient in Canada's two 
official languages, a requirement it set at the start of the process? 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I am sure the hon. 
member is well-aware, there is no language requirement in the 
Auditor General Act, which is the act that governs the Auditor 
General. 


Regardless of that, we did search out bilingual candidates. 
However, at the end of the day, when looking at all of the different 
merits of the candidates, we chose the person who was the most 
meritorious, which is what one must do in a position like this. We 
stand by that appointment. 


” Mr. Ferguson has already promised to learn French and wants to 
learn French. The hon. member should give him the benefit of the 
doubt. 


[Translation] 


Hon. Mauril Bélanger (Ottawa—Vanier, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, a 
few days ago I asked the government if it realized that it was opening 
Pandora's box by failing to observe its own selection criteria for the 
next Auditor General.This morning, we caught a glimpse of the first 
repercussions of their stubbornness: the Commissioner of Official 
Languages, the President of the Public Service Commission of 
Canada, all opposition parties and a Conservative senator are 
opposed. And now a member of the Auditor General's internal audit 
committee has resigned. 


Is it not time to stop this stubbornness? 

Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontarie, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have already said that we 
picked the most qualified candidate, a candidate who wants to learn 
French and who will do so. He is a candidate who can do the job on 
behalf of Canadians. We support this candidate and the Liberals 
should support him as well. 


[English] 
THE ECONOMY 


Hon. Scott Brison (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, over 
71,000 Canadians lost their full-time jobs just last month. We now 
have 600,000 fewer full-time jobs than in August of 2008. 


Doug Porter of BMO said that “losses of this magnitude are 
extremely rare, aside from recessionary periods”. 
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Scotiabank said, “The magnitude and breadth of the decline 1s 
disconcerting here”. 


This is a jobless recovery and a human recession. When will the 
Conservatives invest in a real plan to create jobs and help Canadians 
get back to work? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, again, we sympathize with all 
Canadians who lost their jobs. However, I have to note that Canada 
is in a very good position when we compare it to other countries 
across the world. In fact, we have been saying for over a year that we 
are not immune to outside pressures like what is going on in Europe 
at this point. 


The IMF and the OECD said that we would be the fastest growing 
G7 economy in the next couple of years. A Reuters poll of 350 
economists also said very recently, “Canada should see some of the 
strongest rates of growth compared with its G7 peers this year and 
next”. 


XX *%X 
@ (1140) 
[Translation] 


AUDITOR GENERAL 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse (Louis-Saint-Laurent, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, the government has once again shown its contempt for 
Canadian francophones by choosing an auditor general who does not 
meet the job criteria in the government's own posting. 


When the hon. member for Acadie—Bathurst asked the 
Conservatives about the contract awarded to the headhunting firm, 
they simply did not answer the question, as usual. 


This morning we learned that the taxpayers spent $150,000 on 
finding someone who does not have all the necessary qualifications. 
How do the Conservatives justify this waste? 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I have already said, we 
looked for the most qualified candidate who has the right skills for 
this position. The candidate went through a very rigorous process 
and said in this House and in the Senate that it is important to learn 
French, that he wants to learn French and that he is going to learn 
French. 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse (Louis-Saint-Laurent, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, even the good friend of the Prime Minister's former 
director of communications—yes, he who was able to speak both 
official languages—Conservative Senator Housakos, is against the 
appointment of this Auditor General. There is no end to the problems 
with this appointment process: the headhunters did not post the job 
posting in French; $150,000 was wasted; and the Commissioner of 
Official Languages is going to investigate the matter. Confusion 
reigns in the Conservative ranks because the process was flawed. 


The Auditor General has promised to learn French within a year. 
What are francophones supposed to do in the meantime? 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as we have said, he has 


already started to learn French. He has the support Sheila Fraser, the 
former Auditor General. 


[English] 


The interim Liberal leader in the province of New Brunswick 
supports this appointment as well, as someone who is in the 
opposition but still supports the appointment. He knows Mr. 
Ferguson very well. He has worked with him. Mr. Ferguson has 
the qualifications to be an excellent candidate for Auditor General. I 
encourage the hon. member to think the same way as reasonable 
people do. 


[Translation] 


FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Mrs. Djaouida Sellah (Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, Quebec's National Assembly unanimously agreed that the 
government should keep the gun registry data. The government is 
accountable to the chiefs of police who use it thousands of times a 
day, to victims of crime and to Quebec taxpayers, who have already 
paid for this registry. 


Why is this government refusing to side with victims and give this 
data to the provinces? 


[English] 


Ms. Candice Hoeppner (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the data contained 
in the long gun registry are incomplete. The data are flawed and are 
increasingly more flawed and incomplete. We have committed to 
Canadians that we will end the long gun registry and that means 
destroying the data. 


I am disappointed in the NDP for penalizing its MPs from the 
Thunder Bay area for supporting their constituents and voting to end 
the long gun registry. I hope that will change as the bill goes forward. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Pierre Jacob (Brome—Missisquoi, NDP): Mr. Speaker, that 
is not an acceptable answer for the victims of the shooting at the 
Ecole Polytechnique or for victims of other shootings. The gun 
registry is essential to public safety. The provinces and chiefs of 
police have said it over and over. They use the registry every day. 
Yet this government is willing to get rid of the data in the registry for 
no good reason. 


Will the government reverse its reckless decision so that we can 
avoid another shooting like the one at the Ecole Polytechnique? 


[English] 


Ms. Candice Hoeppner (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, on this side of the 
House we are very proud to have 11 active police officers and former 
police officers in our party. We listen to police officers. That is why 
we have given provisions, for example in Bill C-10, that would 
actually help fight violent crime and gun crime. We want to focus on 
ensuring guns do not get into the wrong hands and that those kinds 
of tragedies that happened in Montreal will not happen again. The 
long gun registry does nothing to keep guns out of people's hands. 
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@ (1145) 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Rick Norlock (Northumberland—Quinte West, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, today we are reminded of how fragile the global economic 
recovery is and how that will impact Canada. Even though it is from 
outside our borders, we recognize the ongoing economic weakness 
in the United States and the very real economic consequences caused 
by European governments that ran massive deficits that will all be a 
challenge for Canada. 


While the NDP, disappointingly, wants to engage in reckless, free- 
wheeling deficit spending, the type hurting Europe now, this 
government has a responsible plan. -Could the parliamentary 
secretary talk about our responsible plan for the economy and jobs? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, while Canada's economy has 
created nearly 600,000 net new jobs since July 2009, we do 
sympathize with Canadians who have recently lost their jobs. 


As we have said all along, we are not immune to the global 
economic turbulence being felt by our largest trading partners, 
Europe and the United States. As witnessed by events this week in 
Greece, the global economic recovery remains very fragile. 


That is why we are working to implement the next phase of 
Canada's economic action plan with measures to help protect and 
create jobs, such as the hiring credit for small businesses. While the 
NDP is voting against all of those measures and the economy, our 
Conservative government will continue to do what is necessary and 
responsible to protect Canadians— 


The Speaker: The hon. member for Abitibi—Témiscamingue. 


x X *% 
[Translation] 


3 NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the list of problems with the catastrophic F-35 program just 
keeps on growing. The safety of our pilots is compromised, costs are 
skyrocketing, the planes do not meet our needs and they cost so 
much that we cannot buy as many as we need. 


My questions is simple. How can a plane that is slower than the 
one it is replacing, that could injure or even kill our pilots, and that 
we cannot communicate with in the Canadian north actually be the 
best for our troops? 

[English] 

Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the extensive and rigorous competition has 
taken place. Two airplanes squared off, and the F-35 won the 
competition. That is the best aircraft for our men and women well 
into the future and to ensure that our sovereignty is maintained in the 
future, as well. 


Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the procurement tailspin continues. 


Now we learn our pilots will not even be able to learn how to fly 
the F-35s in Canada. According to DND documents, pilot training 
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will have to be moved from Cold Lake, Alberta to a facility in 
Florida run by Lockheed Martin. 


The government is throwing billions at a plane that cannot fly here 
for pilots who cannot train here. Why is the government buying 
planes that take training jobs out of Canadian cities? Why is it 
abandoning Cold Lake? 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member should know that in order to get 
traction, he should have his facts straight. 


Long-term training on the F-35s will take place in Canada, just as 
currently is done with the CF-18s. It is reasonable that Canadians 
will do initial training with those from whom we purchase the 
aircraft, which has always been the case. 


We will ensure that our men and women in uniform have the best 
equipment and the best training to do their job safely and effectively. 


*** 


SHIP RECYCLING 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr: Speaker, Marine Atlantic 
sold two ferries on the condition that they would be broken down 
ethically. Instead, these boats wound up in Alang, India, which is 
one of the most dangerous shipyards in the world. It is known for its 
environmental and human rights violations. Last year around 27 
workers were killed in the shipyard alone. 


We are shipping dangerous asbestos overseas, and we are 
disposing our waste with no regard for human safety. My question 
is, how could the government let this happen? 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government is committed to supporting 
Marine Atlantic. 


We are investing $500 million to help Marine Atlantic renew its 
fleet and shore facilities. As a crown corporation, Marine Atlantic is 
arm's-length from the Government of Canada and is responsible for 
the management of its own operations. 


The disposal of the MV Joseph and Clara Smallwood and MV 
Caribou was an operational decision made by Marine Atlantic. 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, why are we 
sending our ships to be destroyed in such a hazardous environment 
when we have some of the world's finest shipyards here in Canada? 


The government is literally shipping our jobs overseas, and has no 
regard for human safety and the environment. We know that the 
Alang shipyard employs children. We know it breaks up the ships on 
the beach. These ships are probably filled with asbestos. 
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This is not the kind of Canada we want. Why is the government 
letting good jobs leave Canada to be completed in one of the world's 
deadliest shipyards? 

@ (1150) 

Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I do not know why the hon. member wants the 
Government of Canada, politicians, to interfere in the daily 
operational decisions of Marine Atlantic, which is an arm's-length 
crown corporation. I do not know if she wants to politicize what 
should be an arm's-length group. 


The disposal of the MV Joseph and Clara Smallwood and the 
MV Caribou was an operational decision made by Marine Atlantic. 


Our government is committed to supporting Marine Atlantic. We 
are committed to renewing its fleet and its shore facilities. We ask 
that the NDP finally come around to supporting us in our work on 
that. 


kK * 


CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, my question 
is for the Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food. 


We know that for years the Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Natural Resources has run a campaign of hate against the 
Canadian Wheat Board, the very board he took a solemn oath to 
uphold. That is one thing, but why does the minister himself betray 
the facts, even misinform committee? He stated before committee, 
“They've”, meaning the board, “always said ‘now is not a good time. 
The directors don't really want to hear from you'.” 

I have had three invitations from the board over three years. Why 
does the minister not tell the facts? 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I was very disappointed earlier this month. The minister 
was going to Russia. He had been ‘asked to attend a board meeting. I 
think the board knew he was going to be away when it sent the 
invitation. He responded by saying that his parliamentary secretary 
would be very glad to attend the board meeting. I was very 
disappointed because the board said it did not want to meet with me. 


We have finally come forward with Bill C-18. This legislation 
would deliver on our government's long-standing commitment to 
give western Canadian farmers the marketing freedom they so richly 
deserve. 


ke * 


PUBLIC SAFETY 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, regarding the long delays for security checks 
processed through what we call the vulnerable sector check, I 
appreciate the extra screening to protect the most vulnerable, but the 
system is now way overburdened. 


The manager of this RCMP service said that in the last year alone, 
the requests went from 2,500 to 40,000. A constituent of mine 


applied last February 24 and only received her clearance last week. 
Members will get the idea just how serious this issue is. 


There are many people who are unable to get jobs. Many people 
are unable to volunteer. Will the government now commit to hire 
more staff at this RCMP essential service? 


Ms. Candice Hoeppner (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we do appreciate 
and value the work that volunteers do as well as the necessity for 
people who are getting employment to have their security checks 
done quickly. We have introduced measures that will assist the 
RCMP in doing that. We encourage the RCMP to continue to work 
together with its provincial and municipal counterparts effectively 
and quickly to get the security checks done for individuals. 


FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Mr. Speaker, last week 
TD Bank became the second major Canadian bank to quit using the 
independent banking ombudsman, and we have heard nothing from 
the government. The ombudsman is there to stand up for the 
everyday consumer against the big banks. It protects families when 
banks make errors in dealing with their accounts. 


If the government is not standing up for everyday consumers, then 
who 1s? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, currently all banks are required to 
have consumer complaints procedures in place and have a third party 
dispute handling body. However, there is a variation in procedures 
used and this is a concern for us and consumers. 


To better protect consumers, we are forcing banks to belong to 
government approved independent third party bodies. We are 
establishing uniform regulatory standards for internal complaints 
procedures. We are giving the Financial Consumer Agency of 
Canada the authority to monitor and enforce compliance. We have 
passed legislation for this and are now finalizing regulations. - 


Unfortunately, the NDP voted against all of it. 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Mr. Speaker, there is a 
lot of talk there, but not much of an answer, especially for families 
who are tired of being treated unfairly by the big banks. 


By doing nothing, the government is giving the banks a get-out- 
of-jail-free card on consumer protection. Overseas, our finance 
minister sings the virtues of Canada's strong banking regulations, 
while he lets them slide here at home. 


Why will the government not stand up for Canadian families 
instead of giving the big banks a free pass? 
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Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I just said, it is important that the 
NDP actually support measures that help to protect Canadian 
families in this area. 


While I am on my feet, let me remind Canadians about how the 
NDP feels about jobs and the economy. It is pushing a $10 billion 
tax hike on employers that would kill Canadian jobs, a massive CPP 
payroll tax hike that would kill jobs, an anti-trade agenda that would 
limit Canada's exports and kill jobs. Why is the NDP voting against 
a job creating measure like the hiring credit for small businesses? 


The NDP needs to explain ‘its anti-job, anti-trade, anti-Canada 
agenda. 


KK * 


VETERANS 


Mr. Ted Opitz (Etobicoke Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as 
Veterans’ Week approaches, Canadians from across the country wear 
poppies as a symbol of remembrance. Poppies are our commitment 
to never forget the sacrifices made by our men and women in 
uniform. Yesterday, Canadians were shocked, dismayed, and I am 
sure angered, by the news of the theft of a poppy donation box. 


Could the Minister of Veterans Affairs please comment on these 
disturbing reports? 

Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the member for Etobicoke Centre for this question 
and also for his work for veterans and their families. 


I want to commend the Royal Canadian Legion for its efforts in 
raising money through the poppy fund. This money, raised during 
the campaign, helps to provide additional care for our veterans and 
their families. The recent theft of the poppy box is appalling to all 
Canadians. I want those responsible to know that not only should 
they be ashamed of their actions, but they should discover the 
actions of Canada's true heroes. 


It is our duty as Canadians to show respect and honour the 
sacrifices of those who served and those who continue to serve our 
country. We lost two only last week. As Veterans' Week begins, let 
us say that we will— 


The Speaker: The hon. member for Etobicoke North. 


RAR 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, while 
the Minister of the Environment might feel he does not owe 
Canadians an apology for dismantling environmental monitoring 
programs, he certainly owes them an explanation. The minister 
continues to repeat his talking points about the ozone data centre's 
world class services, but fails to answer the questions he is asked. 


Will he finally come clean and tell us what is being cut from the 
ozone program, and why? 

Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, once again, I thank my colleague for her question, but it is 
the same answer. Environment Canada will continue to monitor 
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ozone. The World Ozone and Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre will 
continue to provide world-class ozone services. 


Again, I make no apologies for finding the most cost-effective 
ways for the government to protect Canada's environment. 


Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, since March 31, Environment Canada has 
turned off the tap on funding to the Lake Superior binational 
program. Not only is this program designed to restore degraded areas 
and protect this unique headwater from pollution and urbanization 
but it is also part of long-standing commitments between Canada and 
the U.S. to protect and restore our Great Lakes. 


Why is the government threatening Canada-U.S. relations by 
pulling the plug on this critical environmental initiative? When will 
it turn the tap back on? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, every assumption in that question is absolutely false. We 
are in the midst of negotiating a renewed Great Lakes water quality 
agreement. I would advise the member that if she wishes to know 
more about our plans, to contact me at the department. 


CANADIAN FORCES 


Mr. Dave Van Kesteren (Chatham-Kent—Essex, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, earlier this year Canada responded rapidly and strongly 
after the UN Security Council passed a resolution to protect civilians 
who were being attacked by the Gadhafi regime in Libya. In less 
than 24 hours CF-18s were airborne from 3 Wing Bagotville en route 
to their operating base in Trapani, Italy, along with strategic air-to-air 
refueling support from 8 Wing Trenton's Polaris aircraft. Canada also 
sent a frigate to patrol the central Mediterranean. 


Could the associate minister of national defence please inform the 
House when our heroes are coming home? 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member for this very important 
question and his steadfast support for our brave men and women. 


Our military heroes are returning home this week after a 
successful mission. Our personnel helped to enforce a no-fly zone 
and an arms embargo. Because of their hard work, the world is a 
better and safer place. 


Today, I will be in Bagotville with the Chief of the Defence Staff 
to welcome home our CF-18 pilots. Military heroes are also 
returning to CFB Trenton later tonight and CFB Greenwood 
tomorrow. 


Bravo Zulu to all our brave men and women for a job well done. 
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[Translation] 


INFRASTRUCTURE 

Mr. Philip Toone (Gaspésie—Îles-de-la-Madeleine, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, this government is once again demonstrating that it does 
not have any sort of plan to create jobs, particularly in the regions. 
Transport Canada refuses to repair the Chandler and Carleton 
wharves in my riding, despite the fact that their repair would attract 
200 jobs. The department does not even want to pay for a study to 
assess the actual state of the wharves. 


Why is this government prepared to sacrifice 200 jobs and the 
economy of the Gaspé? 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I find it interesting that the hon. member would 
ask such a question. Our government has invested in all sorts of 
infrastructure and created jobs across the country. It is part of our 
economic action plan. The NDP opposed all these measures. Now, 
we have entered the second phase of our economic action plan and 
the NDP is, once again, opposing these efforts. It is shameful. 


kK * 


QUEBEC NATION 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, 30 years—to the day—after the “night of long knives”, 
contempt for Quebec is as strong as ever in Ottawa. Appointing a 
unilingual Supreme Court justice and a unilingual Auditor General, 
destroying the data from the firearms registry, imposing a regressive, 
extremely costly justice model, and to top it all off, reducing 
Quebec's political weight all prove that recognizing the Quebec 
nation was nothing but smoke and mirrors. 


Will the government admit that it is building Canada at the 
expense of Quebeckers and that Quebec sovereignty alone can put an 
end to this contempt? 


Hon. Maxime Bernier (Minister of State (Small Business and . 


Tourism), CPC): Mr. Speaker, absolutely not. I am a Quebecker and 
a Canadian, and proud to be both. Quebec can flourish within this 
country. That being said, I would remind my Bloc Québécois 
colleagues that Quebec represents 23% of the Canadian population 
and has 23% of the seats in the House of Commons. That is what it 
means to show fairness and respect to Quebeckers. 


ko x 
[English] 
POINTS OF ORDER 
ORAL QUESTIONS 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. 
During question period today there was some mention from the 
Liberal Party of a gentleman by the name of Michel Dorais. Further 
to this topic of discussion, I would like to inform the House that 
Michel Dorais donated in 2009 to former Liberal leader Michael 
Ignatieff. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


November 4, 2011 


I certainly make no allegations of the partisan leanings of the 
individual; I simply find that the House should be informed of these 
facts. I table these documents. 


The Speaker: Are the documents in question in both official 
languages? 


[Translation] 


Hon. Tony Clement: Mr. Speaker, yes, they are in both official 
languages. 


[English] 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I rise on the same point of 
order. I find it highly irregular. I appreciate that the government 
spares no cost in terms of tax dollars in researching the background 
of individuals. It was a legitimate question in regard to the actions of 
the government. The amount of disrespect that the minister put has 
cast a shadow— 


The Speaker: Order. Tabling of documents. The hon. Parliamen- 
tary Secretary to the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[Translation] 


EEYOU MARINE REGION LAND CLAIMS AGREEMENT 


Mr. Greg Rickford (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, for the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency and for 
the Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern 
Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have the honour to table, in both 
official languages, the Eeyou Marine Region Land Claims Agree- 
ment. 


FR À 
[English] 


GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to Standing Order 36(8) I have the honour to table, in both 
official languages, the government's response to four petitions. 


CN ET | 
@ (1205) 


[Translation] 


BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there have been consultations 
and I would ask for unanimous consent for the following motion: 

That the bill on notice entitled “An Act to give effect to the Agreement between 


the Crees of Eeyou Istchee and Her Majesty the Queen in right of Canada concerning 
the Eeyou Marine Region” be permitted to be introduced today. 


The Speaker: Does the hon. Leader of the Government in the 
House of Commons have the unanimous consent of the House to 
move the motion? 
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Some hon. members: Agreed. 


The Speaker: The House has heard the terms of the motion. Is it 
the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed 
(Motion agreed to.) 


BU OT Le 
[English] 
EEYOU MARINE REGION LAND CLAIMS AGREEMENT 
ACT 


Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (for the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs 
and Northern Development) moved for leave to introduce Bill 
C-22, An Act to give effect to the Agreement between the Crees of 
Eeyou Istchee and Her Majesty the Queen in right of Canada 
concerning the Eeyou Marine Region. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


**K* 


COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 
FINANCE 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have the honour to present, in 
both official languages, the second report of the Standing Committee 
on Finance in relation to Bill C-13, an act to implement certain 
provisions of the 2011 budget as updated on June 6, 2011 and other 
measures. 


The committee has studied the bill and has decided to report the 
bill back to the House without amendments. 


BILL C-18 


Mr. Blaine Calkins (Wetaskiwin, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have the 
honour to present, in both official languages, the first report of the 
legislative committee on Bill C-18, an act to reorganize the Canadian 
Wheat Board and to make consequential and related amendments to 
certain Acts. 


Hon. Wayne Easter: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I 
want to be clear that the bill that the committee is reporting on is the 
bill where the Conservative government violated farmers' rights by 
not allowing a vote under the current legislation before the House? Is 
this also the committee that failed to hold hearings in western 
Canada and give farmers a say? 


The Speaker: Order, please. I can confirm to the House that this 
is Bill C-18 and it is from the legislative committee that was struck 
for Bill C-18. 


Se 7 

[Translation] 

EEYOU MARINE REGION LAND CLAIMS AGREEMENT 
ACT 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard to the bill introduced 
earlier today, I wish to seek unanimous consent for the following 
motion: 


Government Orders 


That, notwithstanding any standing order or usual practices of this House, 
Bill C-22, An Act to give effect to the Agreement between the Crees of Eeyou 
Istchee and Her Majesty the Queen in right of Canada concerning the Eeyou Marine 
Region shall be deemed to have been read a second time and referred to a Committee 
of the Whole, deemed considered in Committee of the Whole, deemed reported 
without amendment, deemed concurred in at the report stage and deemed read a third 
time and passed. 


The Speaker: Does the Leader of the Government in the House of 
Commons have the unanimous consent of the House to propose the 
motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


The Speaker: The House has heard the terms of the motion. Is it 
the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


(Motion agreed to, bill read the second time, considered in 
committee of the whole, reported without amendment, concurred in, 
read the third time and passed) 


ke 
[English] 
PETITIONS 
MINING INDUSTRY 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I have 
today a petition to present from literally thousands of Canadians 
across Canada. 


The petitioners point out that they are appalled by reports that 
Canadian mining and oil and gas companies are involved in human 
rights and environmental violations around the world. In particular, 
they are embarrassed at the Canadian government's lack of action 
against such violations in Eastern Congo, leading to the use of the 
term “the iron fist of Canada” to describe the Canadian government's 
support of activities harmful to Congolese communities. 


Therefore, the petitioners request that the House the Commons 
legislate the standards for Canadian mining companies operating 
outside of Canada to be the same as the standards they must reach 
operating inside of Canada. This would include, but not be limited 
to, making participation of corporate social responsibility, review 
process, allowing the corporate social responsibility to produce 
legally binding judgments and to include the violation of human 
rights and other harm to communities as part of any legally binding 
accountability mechanism and to revitalize the spirit and the 
principle of Bill C-300 of the last Parliament to hold Canadian 
extractive companies to the standards of decency Canadians expect 
of their government— 


© (1210) 


The Speaker: Order, please. I remind the hon. member and all 
hon. members that the practice for petitions is to not read the 
petitions and to simply give a succinct summary thereof. 


The hon. member for Etobicoke North on a petition. 
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Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to present a petition regarding chronic cerebrospinal venous 
insufficiency, or CCSVI. Over 15,000 procedures have now been 
performed in over 60 countries. In May 2010, my colleague from St. 
Paul's and I brought the fight for clinical trials and the registry for 
CCSVI to Parliament. Almost a year later in March 2011, the 
government announced a registry, although it would not start until 
July 2012. In June 2011, at last the government announced clinical 
trials. 


I want to be very clear. All we have right now is announcements. 
What we need is action. Canadians with MS cannot afford to wait. 


The petitioners call for the Minister of Health to consult experts 
actively engaged in diagnosis and treatment of CCSVI, to undertake 
phase 3 clinical trials on an urgent basis with a large patient 
participation in multiple centres across Canada and to require follow- 
up care. 


[Translation] 
TRAINING AT FLIGHT SCHOOLS 


Mrs. Djaouida Sellah (Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to present a petition signed by 2,000 of my 
constituents. These signatures were collected by Longueuil's Comité 
anti-pollution des avions. The petition is calling for a ban on training 
flights over residential areas. The petition is just one indication of the 
importance of this issue, which affects Saint-Bruno as much as. it 
does Saint-Hubert. 


I intend to demonstrate goodwill and work with all those affected 
to find a solution for the well-being of my constituents. 


[English] 
INTERNATIONAL AID 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have the honour of presenting this petition. 
It is the first one of its kind that I have presented. It is a petition to 
the Government of Canada highlighting Canada becoming a global 
leader in aid effectiveness. 


In 2009, $4.73 billion went into aid, but some of my constituents 
want the Government of Canada to be more proactive on 
transparency, creativity and also accountability, doing things such 
as calling on the G8 to standardize tracking and reporting major 
international commitments. They also call for an innovation fund 
worth $200 million per year and new and riskier approaches to 
development, which is the proactive element of this, as well as being 
very transparent. Certainly CIDA projects have been completely 
transparent in the last few years. 


I want to congratulate the petitioners in the towns of Grand Falls 
—Windsor, Twillingate and Summerford for sending me this 
petition. 


KKK 


QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the following question will be answered today: No. 143. 
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[Text] 
Question No. 143—-Mr. Scott Simms: 


With regard to the Service Canada Employment Insurance (El) modernization 
plan: (a) what are the itemized costs incurred for operating the EI Processing Unit in 
Gander, Newfoundland and Labrador (NL); (6) what are the itemized costs incurred 
for operating the EI Processing Unit in St. John’s, NL; (c) what are the itemized costs 
for transferring the EI Processing Unit from Gander to St. John’s including, but not 
limited to, severance pay, relocation allowances, building costs for the new facility 
(Pippy Place); (d) what are the itemized costs for transferring the EI Processing Unit 
from Grand Falls-Windsor to St. John’s; (e) how many employees are working in 
each EI Processing Unit in NL, including the units in (i) Gander, (ii) Grand Falls- 
Windsor, (iii) St. John’s; (f) what are the itemized cost savings realized by 
consolidating all NL EI Processing sites in St. John’s; (g) what criteria were used in 
deciding that St. John’s is the most appropriate and cost-effective location for an EI 
Processing Centre in NL, as opposed to Gander; and (/) what is the estimated time 
frame for the closing of the EI Processing Units in Gander and Grand Falls-Windsor? 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), the costs 
are as follows: salary, $1,607,417; non-salary, $207,352. 


With regard to (b), the estimated expenditures for the EI 
processing unit in St. John’s are as follows: salary, $3,046,616; 
non-salary, $636,604. 


With regard to (c), itemized costs related to the consolidation of EI 
processing sites are not yet available. Service Canada is working 
with regions to determine relocation, accommodation and other 
associated costs. The overall transition, including the allocation of 
resources, will be business-driven, aligned with Service Canada’s 
automation agenda. 


With regard to (d), please refer to the response provided above for 


(c). 


With regard: to (e), as of September 20, 2011, Gander had 32 
employees; Grand Falls-Windsor is not a designated EI processing 
site; St. John’s had 58 employees; Corner Brook had 12 employees; 
and Happy Valley-Goose Bay had 9 employees. 


With regard to (f), Service Canada has made considerable progress 
in modernizing how El is processed, resulting in significant savings. 


Processing costs have been reduced as a result of our automation 
agenda by almost 30% since 2003. Current EI modernization plans 
will yield over 15% in further cost savings over the next three years. 


Specific itemized cost savings realized by consolidating all NL EI 
processing sites to St. John’s are not yet available. These savings will 
be confirmed as site-specific decisions related to workforce, 
accommodation and timing have been determined. 
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With regard to (g), each of the 22 sites was chosen following a 
careful review in which both national and regional perspectives were 
taken into consideration. This is a national program, and many 
factors were considered, such as, among others, existing labour 
force, skill availability, bilingual capability, and real estate. 


With regard to (h), no dates have been set to formally close the 
existing EI processing centres. The transition from 120 to 22 sites 
will happen gradually over the next three years. 


The overall transition will be business-driven, aligned with 
Service Canada’s automation agenda. 


A workforce management strategy is in effect to assist with 


planned personnel changes, which will include anticipated attrition, 
retirement, reassignments and training. 


Opportunities for transitioning into other business lines will also 
be available for some EJ employees currently working in sites with 
other lines of business. 


This will mean that positions in the consolidated centres will be 
filled as vacancies are created in the sites that will not be EI 
processing centres. 


[English] 


QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR RETURNS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, if 
Questions Nos. 140, 141 and 144 could be made orders for returns, 
these returns would be tabled immediately. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
[Text] 
Question No. 140—Ms. Kirsty Duncan: 


With respect to development of the oil sands, its impacts on the environment and 
surrounding communities, and the economic effects of these impacts: (a) what, if 
any, steps has the government taken to establish air emission limits or air quality 
standards to achieve the World Health Organization’s Air Quality Guidelines to 
protect air quality and human health; (6) what, if any, steps has the government’s 
sector-by-sector approach taken to regulate carbon emissions in the oil sands to 
ensure the oil sands industry makes appropriate reductions in its greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions to contribute to Canada’s GHG emission reduction goal of 17% 
below the 2005 level; (c) what, if any, studies has the government undertaken to 
examine the effect of the oil sands expansion on (i) GHG emissions, (ii) Canada’s 
ability to meet its GHG emission reduction goals, (iii) Canada’s contribution to the 
goal of staying below a 2°C increase in global average surface temperature, relative 
to the pre-industrial level, as articulated at the G8 meeting in L’Aquila, Italy and at 
the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change negotiations through 
the Copenhagen Accord in December 2009 and the Cancun Agreements in December 
2010, (iv) the full suite of sustainability criteria, including environmental, economic 
and social sustainability, and (v) what were the results of any studies identified in (c) 
(i), (c)(4i), (c)Gü), and (c)(iv); (d) what, if any, studies has the government undertaken 
to examine (i) the scope of oil sands expansion if the oil sands sector is not required 
to deliver its proportional share of GHG reductions, (ii) the impacts such a decision 
would have on other sectors’ allowable GHG emissions, (ii) whether other sectors of 
the Canadian economy would have to do more than their proportional share to reduce 
emissions, (iv) what were the results of any studies identified in (d)(i), (d)(1i), and (d) 
(iii); (e) what, if any, studies has the government undertaken to assess safety, risks 
and effectiveness of carbon capture and storage (CCS) and what were the results of 
any identified study; (f) what, if any, studies, has the government undertaken to 
assess safety, risks and effectiveness of enhanced oil recovery and what were the 
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results of any identified study; (g) what, if any, studies has the government 
undertaken to examine the possible impact of CCS technology on GHG emissions in 
the oil sands, (i) what are the government’s projections for the level of reductions that 
is feasible with CCS, (ii) what are the government’s projections for how CCS 
technology would impact oil sands emissions by 2020 and by 2050, (iii) does the 
government project that an oil sands industry equipped with CCS technology would 
be able to meet the specific reductions targets established by the government for 2020 
and 2050; (4) how does the government plan to address emissions that cannot be 
reduced by CCS, such as (i) emissions from smaller in situ projects, (ii) mine fleet 
emissions, (iii) tailings fugitives; (à) what, if any, steps has the government taken to 
set an economy-wide price on carbon, rather than a sector-by-sector regulatory 
approach, as a means to reducing GHG emissions from the oil sands; (j) what, if any, 
steps has the government taken to adopt regulations to require all new oil sands 
facilities that began operations in 2010 or later to implement full-scale CCS by 2015, 
and will projects for which CCS is not an option still be approved by the government, 
whenever such approval is required for the project to proceed; (A) what, if any, steps 
has the government taken to quantify and eliminate air and water pollution discharge 
from tailings ponds by 2020 through Section 36(3) of the Fisheries Act (i) by 
identifying substances associated with tailings ponds as toxic under the Canadian 
Environmental Protection Act (CEPA), and (ii) what would be the projected impacts 
on the environment, human health, industry, and migratory birds of such legislative 
measures; (/) what, if any steps has the government taken to implement its phase Il 
monitoring plan (1) when will data collection of begin, (ii) when will data be 
available for inclusion in decision-making processes, (iii) will monitoring programs 
be reformed in advance of any new oil sands expansion; (m) what steps is the 
government taking to ensure sufficient capacity exists to (i) implement the Northwest 
Territories Water Strategy, (ii) help reform water monitoring in the Mackenzie River 
Basin; (n) what, if any, steps has the government taken to develop a federal 
emergency response plan to strengthen the Mackenzie River Basin Transboundary 
Waters Master Agreement in case of a failure of a tailings lake dyke; (0) are 
Mackenzie River Basin residents in particular and Canadians in general financially 
protected from a major industrial accident such as the failure of a tailings dyke and, 
(i) if so, why are both groups protected, (ii) if not, why, and does the government 
plan to implement measures to ensure these groups are protected; (p) what, if any, 
studies has the government undertaken to identify critical habitats for woodland 
caribou in north-eastern Alberta, and what were the conclusions of each study, 
including the results of consultations with First Nations on conservation of woodland 
caribou; (g) what, if any, studies has the government undertaken to determine the 
level of oil sands development that is consistent with caribou conservation in Alberta; 
and (r) does the government plan (i) to conduct a comprehensive health study of the 
impacts of oil sands development on surrounding communities, (11) to identify and 
implement measures to reduce any health impacts discovered in such a study? 


(Return tabled) 
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Question No. 141—Ms. Kirsty Duncan: 


With respect to climate change and international and national security: (a) what 
does the government project are the potential impacts on currently stable regions of 
the world of such climate change-related phenomena as, but not limited to, (i) rises in 
sea level, (ii) increases in extreme weather events, (iii) increases in the spread of 
infectious disease, (iv) increases in environmental refugees; (6) what does the 
government project will be (i) the consequences of the impacts identified in (a)(i1), 
(a)(i1i), and (a)(iv) on domestic military missions, (ii) the consequences of (a)(i), (a) 
(ii), (a)(iii), (a)(iv) and (b)(i) in terms of the military’s capacity to respond and the 
availability of troops for missions not related to conflicts induced by climate change- 
related phenomena; (c) what does the government project will be the potential 
impacts on already-weakened states of such climate change-related phenomena as, 
but not limited to, (i) sea level rise, (ii) extreme weather events, (iii) the spread of 
infectious diseases; (d) what does the government project will be the extent of the 
effects climate impacts could have on already-weakened states, including, but not 
limited to, (i) expanded ungoverned spaces, (ii) further weakened and failed states, 
(iii) increased conflicts, (iv) increased migrations; (e) what does the government 
project will be the impact of the effects identified in (d) on Canada’s national 
security; (f) which nations does the government project will be most affected by 
climate change, (i) what is the government’s assessment of each such country’s 
capacity to adapt or cope, (ii) what, if any, action is Canada taking to strengthen the 
capacity of weak governments to better cope with societal needs projected to arise as 
a result of climate change-related impacts, (iii) what is the government’s assessment 
of possible security risks if Canada does contribute to international efforts related to 
(AG) and (f)(ii); (g) has DND or the Canadian military conducted any studies of how 
climate change can have a multiplier effect on instability in unstable regions of the 
world and, if so, what were these studies and their results; (4) what are the studies, 
along with their dates and results, undertaken by the government concerning the 
possible national security risks of climate change, and what specific observations 
were included in these studies concerning the impacts the research might have for 
government efforts pertaining to, but not limited to, (i) the encouragement of regional 
cooperation, (ii) the improvement of international confidence, (iii) the improvement 
of public relations; (i) what, if any, departments have participated in an inter- 
departmental process to develop a policy to reduce national security risks resulting 
from climate change and (i) if departments have participated in such a process, have 
all agencies involved with climate science, treaty negotiations, economic policy, and 
national security been involved in the process, and what were the results, (ii) if 
departments have not participated in such a process, why not; (/) what, if any, 
strategies has the government developed, including the dates of each completed 
strategy, concerning the integration of the national security consequences of climate 
change into national security and national defence strategies, and if the government 
has developed such strategies, (1) do the strategies examine the capabilities of the 
Canadian military to respond to the consequences of climate change, (1) do the 
strategies include guidance to military planners to assess climate change risks on 
future missions, (iii) do the strategies provide guidance for updating defence plans 
based on new assessments; (A) for each strategy identified in (j), what are (i) the 
details of any testing of the strategy that has been conducted, (ii) the details of the 
implementation of the strategy, including, but not limited to, working with allies and 
partners to incorporate climate mitigation strategies, capacity building, and relevant 
research and development; (/) what are the government’s plans as concerns. its 
engagement in global partnerships intended to help less developed nations build the 
capacity and resiliency to better manage climate impacts; and (m) what, if any, 
conferences has DND undertaken with respect to climate change and national 
security, if no such conferences have been undertaken, why not, and, if any such 
conferences have been undertaken, (i) who participated, (ii) what topics were 
covered, (1i1) what findings were made, (iv) what recommendations were made, (v) 
what follow-up has occurred? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 144—Mr. Philip Toone: 


With regard to Service Canada programs and services within the riding of 
Gaspésie—Îles-de-la-Madeleine: (a) what is the current baseline for service; (b) what 
value-for-money studies, reviews or summaries have been undertaken relating to 
Service Canada programs; (c) what are the recommended changes in Service Canada 
programs in Gaspésie—Iles-de-la-Madeleine; (d) what is the level of spending on 
Service Canada operations in the riding for this year and 2010-2011; (e) what is the 
planned level of spending on Service Canada operations in the riding for 2012-2013 
and 2013-2014; (/) what are the numbers for Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) for this 
year and 2010-2011 in the nding; (g) what are the planned numbers of FTEs for 
2012-2013 and 2013-2014 in the nding; (A) how many clients did Service Canada 
serve in the riding this year and 2010-2011; (à) what is the number of inquiries per 


FTE for this year and 2010-2011; and (/) what is the demographic make-up of the 
clients served in the riding this year and in 2010-2011? 


(Return tabled) 
[English] 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, I ask that the remaining 
questions be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


POINTS OF ORDER 
BILL C-317—INCOME TAX ACT—SPEAKER'S RULING 


The Speaker: I am now prepared to rule on the point of order 
raised by the hon. member for Windsor—Tecumseh concerning 
ways and means proceedings on Bill C-317, An Act to amend the 
Income Tax Act (labour organizations) standing in the name of the 
hon. member for South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale. 


I would like to thank the hon. member for Windsor—Tecumseh 
for having raised this matter, as well as the bill's sponsor, the hon. 
member for South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale, for their 
interventions and the hon. member for Kitchener—Conestoga for his 
comments. 


@ (1215) 


[Translation] 


The hon. member for Windsor —Tecumseh pointed out in his 
remarks that the purpose of Bill C-317 is to require that labour 
organizations provide specific financial information to the minister 
for public disclosure. The member also pointed out that failure of a 
labour organization to comply with this new requirement could result 
in a labour organization losing its tax exempt status, noting, as well, 
the subsequent impact this would have on dues-paying members of 
that organization. 


[English] 


He characterized the effect of Bill C-317 in the Debates, on 
October 18, 2011, page 2171, as follows: 


—the income tax exemptions that apply to labour organizations and the reduction 
of taxable income as a result of writing off the dues paid by their members would 
easily qualify as alleviations of taxation. Further, the provisions of Bill C-317 
would repeal those alleviations by terminating the labour organization's Income 
Tax Act exempt status. 
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[Translation] 


The member for Windsor —Tecumseh explained that any labour 
organization not in compliance with the financial disclosure 
requirements outlined in the bill would no longer enjoy the tax 
exempt status as provided for in section 149(1)(k) of the Income tax 
Act. He argued that this would have the effect of taxing a person, or 
in this case an organization, that was not already a taxpayer. He 
concluded therefore that Bill C-317 should have been preceded by 
the adoption of a ways and means motion. | 


[English] 


In his submission, the hon. member for South Surrey —White 
Rock—Cloverdale in the Debates, on October 25, 2011, page 2438, 
contended that the purpose of Bill C-317 was limited simply to 
providing a mechanism for the public disclosure of union finances 
and only augmented the existing types of information that the 
Canada Revenue Agency was already empowered by its mandate to 
compel organizations or taxpayers to provide. 


He also referred to a ruling from the 40th Parliament on Bill 
C-470, An Act to amend the Income Tax Act (revocation of 
registration). He found a parallel between Bill C-317 and Bill C-470. 
Where it had been argued that charitable donations were discre- 
tionary so that Bill C-470 did not affect any existing alleviation of 
tax, the hon. member argued that in the case of Bill C-317 payers of 
union dues could exercise their discretion by opting to join a union 
or labour organization that adhered to the financial disclosure 
provisions of Bill C-317 and, thus, maintain the tax exempt status of 
their dues. 


[Translation] 


Before analyzing the arguments presented, it is important to take 
into consideration the context of this discussion as it is worth noting 
that the financial procedures of the House are based on long- 
established and strictly observed rules of procedure, procedures that 
are based on the concept of the financial initiative of the Crown. This 
concept is clearly presented in Erskine May’s Parliamentary 
Practice, 23rd edition, at page 848: 

[English] 
—it is for the Commons, acting on the sole initiative of Ministers, first to 
authorize the relevant expenditure (or 'Supply') and, second, to provide through 


taxes and other sources of public revenue the 'Ways and Means' deemed necessary 
to meet the Supply so granted. 


The role of the Speaker in the present situation is to determine if 
Bill C-317 is a legislative initiative which imposes a tax or other 
charge on the taxpayer and therefore would have required the prior 
adoption of a ways and means motion by the House. 


[Translation] 


In order to respond to that question, it may be useful to examine 
more closely the different precedents cited by the members who 
intervened on the present case. 


[English] 


During his initial point of order, the member for Windsor— 
Tecumseh referred the Chair to the ruling of November 28, 2007, on 
Bill C-418, An Act to amend the Income Tax Act (deductibility of 
remuneration). In that ruling, at pages 1463 and 1464 of the Debates, 
the Chair made reference to Erskine May's Parliamentary Practice, 


COMMONS DEBATES 


2985 


Speaker's Ruling 


23rd edition at page 896, where it explains, “‘the repeal or reduction 
of existing alleviations of taxation” must be preceded by a ways and 
means motion. 


The Chair concluded that Bill C-418 removed an existing tax 
exemption which then resulted in an increase in the tax payable by 
certain corporations. In the Chair's view, this constituted a reduction 
of an alleviation of taxation and therefore required that it be preceded 
by a ways and means motion. I would ask hon. members to retain the 
phrase, “alleviation of taxation”, as I will return to that concept 
shortly. 


© (1220) 


[Translation] 


First, let me address the differing interpretations of how an 
individual union member’s rights are affected by Bill C-317. The 
member for Windsor—Tecumseh argued that union members do not 
have the automatic individual right to stop paying dues to an 
organization that no longer enjoys a tax exempt status. The member 
for South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale countered that, in his 
estimation, union members would have the ability to select a labour 
organization that complies with the provisions of C-317 to ensure 
that they maintain their tax exemption. While this is more a question 
of labour law than procedure, the Chair is aware that members of a 
labour organization cannot easily change which union they belong to 
nor can they simply withhold paying their union dues except in 
extremely limited situations provided for in the law. As pointed out 
by the member for Windsor—Tecumseh, this is in stark contrast to 
donors to a charity who may choose whether they wish to contribute, 
the organization they wish to contribute to and the timing of any 
such contribution. 


[English] 


The Chair must agree with the hon. member for Windsor— 
Tecumseh that the non-compliance of the labour organization would 
also remove a current income tax deduction for the dues-paying 
members of the union. For the Chair, there can be no doubt that this 
also can be characterized as the removal of an existing alleviation. 
For this reason alone, Bill C-317 would need to be preceded by a 
ways and means motion. 


[Translation] 


Let us return to the larger context. The Chair appreciates the point 
made by the member for South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale 
that the Canada Revenue Agency already enjoys the authority to 
compel the financial disclosure of certain financial information. 
However, it is not the power of the CRA to require the disclosure of 
certain information that is at issue. 
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It is true, as the member for South Surrey —White Rock— 
Cloverdale claims, that Bill C-317 changes the reporting require- 
ments for labour organizations. However, contrary to what the 
member asserted, that is not all it does. In stating that non- 
compliance with these new requirements makes a labour organiza- 
tion ineligible for tax deductions available to labour organizations, 
Bill C-317 potentially removes an alleviation of taxation and in so 
doing, the bill potentially creates a new statutory authority that 
removes what is currently an unqualified exemption. 


Perhaps the distinction can be better understood by looking again 
at the example offered by Bill C-470 in the third session of the 40th 
Parliament. That bill changed the definition of a class of taxpayers, 
specifically registered charities, but the alleviation of tax for 
registered charities as a class of taxpayer remained unchanged. By 
contrast, Bill C-317 does not change the definition of a labour 
organization. It demands disclosure of certain types of information, 
failing which disclosure, the bill provides that the tax alleviation in 
place for labour organizations will no longer apply to non-complying 
labour organizations. 


This is a subtle difference, but it is a crucial distinction for the 
Chair. 


[Translation] 


The ruling on Bill C-470 determined that the bill altered the 
conditions and requirements for an organization to be classified by 
the minister as a registered charity but did not alter the class of 
taxpayer. In more basic terms, Bill C-470 proposed to alter the 
definition of what constituted a registered charity but did not change 
the tax exemptions for registered charities. In the ruling on C-470, 
delivered on March 15, 2010, and found on pages 419 and 420 of the 
Debates, 1 stated: 

It seems to me that the bill instead seeks to provide a new criterion that would 


allow the minister to determine into which existing class of taxpayer an organization 
falls. The existing tax regimes and the existing tax rates are not affected. 


[English] 


However, unlike Bill C-470, Bill C-317 does not attempt to alter 
the conditions or requirements for an organization to be classified as 
a labour organization. 


According to the provisions of Bill C-317, under the Income Tax 
Act, a labour organization would remain a labour organization, 
whether it complied with the proposed disclosure requirements or 
not. If enacted, Bill C-317 would thus create a situation whereby 
labour organizations can be differentiated into two distinct 
categories, those that comply with the financial reporting mechanism 
and those that do not. 


In the Chair's opinion, this new category of labour organization 
would constitute a class of taxpayer that does not currently exist. 
Labour organizations in the newly created class, that is those that do 
not meet the financial reporting requirements outlined in the bill, 
would see the removal of their current tax-exempt status. Put simply, 
Bill C-470 did not alter the tax-exempt status of registered charities, 
whereas, in contrast, Bill C-317 proposes to alter the current tax- 
exempt status of labour organizations. 
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As a result of this determination, I find that Bill C-317, by 
distinguishing between certain labour organizations, creates a new 
class of taxpayer and that this new class of taxpayer would then be 
subject to a removal of an alleviation of taxation. 


For the reasons stated, I must, therefore, rule that Bill C-317 
should have been preceded by a ways and means motion. 
Consequently, I also rule that all proceedings on the bill to date, 
namely introduction and first reading, have not respected the 
provisions of our Standing Orders and are, therefore, null and void. 
Accordingly, the Chair directs that the order for second reading of 
the bill be discharged and the bill be withdrawn from the order paper. 


@ (1225) 


[Translation] 


However, I am reluctant to deny the member what is likely his 
only opportunity in this Parliament to have an item on the order of 
precedence. 


[English| 


As members are well aware, Standing Order 94(1) provides the 
Speaker with the authority to “make all arrangements necessary to 
ensure the orderly conduct of Private Members' Business”. 


In light of the unique nature of this particular situation, the 
member for South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale will be 
permitted to substitute another item onto the order of precedence. 
The substitution shall be done pursuant to the spirit of Standing 
Order 92.1, which allows a member 20 sitting days to substitute 
another item of private members' business for the item that has been 
discharged and withdrawn. Should the member choose not to replace 
the item within the next 20 sitting days, his name will then be 
dropped from the order paper. 


[Translation] 


I thank the House for its attention. 
[English] 
ORAL QUESTIONS 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, something 
happened in the House at the end of question period, which is really 
serious with regard to the state of our democracy. A public servant 
just quit over what he felt was principle when the President of the 
Treasury Board asked to have tabled in the House the fact that he had 
given a donation to a political party. It happened to be our party but it 
could have been any party. 


That goes against everything that we stand for in this democracy. 
It is fear and intimidation. It can put the chill of fear into public 
servants and individuals in Canada donating to a political party that a 
minister will use that against them. By implication, it can be 
damaging to a person's reputation. In my view, it goes against 
freedom of choice, freedom of speech and freedom of political 
affiliation. The government has access to information on Canadians 
all over the place, whether it is their tax matters, health matters or 
whatever it may be. This is unbecoming of a minister to do. I do not 
have a clue what rule to apply here but I think what that minister has 
done is wrong. 
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We know that during the election the Conservatives used 
Facebook and Twitter to prevent people from coming to certain 
meetings. This is the kind of stuff that we would expect to see in 
Russia where people are spying on others and where fear and 
intimidation are used to prevent people from doing certain things. 


I think what the President of the Treasury Board did in the House, 
by naming a person's individual political affiliation to try to make a 
point and destroy his reputation, because he resigned on principle, is 
absolutely and utterly wrong in this country called Canada. 


Hon. Gordon O'Connor (Minister of State and Chief 
Government Whip, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the information that was 
provided is. public information. One can go to a website and find 
information on all donations. One can find that I actually donated to 
the Conservative Party. I will publicly admit this. 


We are not talking about any confidential government informa- 
tion. It is publicly available information. I see no problem or offence 
committed in giving out publicly available information. 


@ (1230) 


[Translation] 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise on the same point of order. What happened after 
question period is shameful, especially since it came from the 
President of the Treasury Board. Frankly, that individual is in no 
position to lecture anyone, considering everything that is going on 
and the money he used to line the pockets of his friends in his riding 
during the G20 and G8 summits. What is even more shameful is that 
they are attacking a public servant, someone who worked for the 
well-being of the community for 30 years. 


Fortunately, nothing in our democracy prohibits someone from 
donating any sum of money to a political party, in accordance with 
the Canada Elections Act, even if that person is a public servant or 
senior official. Ever since this government came to power, it has 
created a climate of fear. I began working as a member's assistant in 
1993 and, until the Conservatives came to power, never, ever did any 
public servants tell me that they could not answer, that they did not 
know anything, that they might call me back and that it would be 
better to go through political channels rather than through the public 
service. This began precisely when the Conservatives came to 
power. This government suddenly created a climate of fear and 
began scaring public servants. It is trying to prevent them from doing 
their jobs. What this government is doing publicly today is 
unfortunately more of the same. 


[English] 


The Speaker: I have already heard from the member for 
Winnipeg North just before we went into routine proceedings. If 
he has something new to add, I will hear him now very briefly. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
the government representative stood up and indicated that he, too, 
has contributed to the Conservative Party. 


What he is really doing is trying to minimize the severity of what 
actually took place after question period. Although I do not know 
him personally, there is a 30-plus year career civil servant who has 
taken a stand on a very important issue that all Canadians are 
concerned about. 
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The government has sent out a message to the civil service. This is 
where it starts to get on to our privileges as members of Parliament. 
We rely, in part, on civil servants being able to provide information, 
whether it is in committee or elsewhere, freely. The government 
message here is that if they say or do or take any actions against the 
government, it will come down with a heavy arm. 


In this case, it was meant to intimidate and discredit the actions of 
that particular career civil servant. I believe the government, at the 
very least, owes the civil servant a formal apology. In fact, I would 
suggest that it is an issue that you, Mr. Speaker, should take under 
advisement and come back to this House in ‘terms of the 
ramifications of the point of order that was raised by the President 
of the Treasury Board. 


I take it very seriously. The government is trying to silence— 


The Speaker: I will just stop the hon. member there so that we do 
not get into a whole debate on a point of order. 


I will hear the hon. Chief Government Whip and then I will take it 
under advisement and come back to the House if necessary. 


Hon. Gordon O'Connor: Mr. Speaker, as I said previously, the 
information provided is publicly available. The President of the 
Treasury Board did not provide any confidential information. He did 
not provide anything with respect to that individual. 


However, I find it interesting that the report of the individual's 
retirement first came from the Liberal Party. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 
SECURITY OF TENURE OF MILITARY JUDGES ACT 


The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-16, 
An Act to amend the National Defence Act (military judges), be read 
the second time and referred to a committee. 


Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, in keeping with my own injunction to try to be brief, I 
will offer a few brief remarks with respect to this bill. It is, after all, a 
two-page bill. It is not earth-shattering. 


First, since I will not be on my feet here at any other time before 
November 11, I want to take this opportunity to recognize the brave 
men and women who serve us so well. We are very fortunate in this 
country that we have people who are prepared to put their lives, 
bodies and minds on the line for us. 


I want to make the point that some parties in particular take every 
opportunity to enthusiastically embrace the military; however, there 
seems to be a somewhat less enthusiastic embrace for our veterans. 
On November 11, I hope that our embrace is far more enthusiastic 
and that they get a level of support similar to what our military gets. 


I offer my condolences to the Greff family and to the Gilbert 
family. This must be a particularly poignant time for them. Both 
families are hurting and are classic examples of people who give 
their lives so that we can operate in this chamber as we do. 
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Bill C-16 has had a tortured path getting here. It went through a 
number of reiterations, prorogations and dissolutions and was 
derailed in various other ways as well. We saw another example this 
morning, When some members of House, rightly upset that they 
could not offer their observations with respect to Remembrance Day, 
denied unanimous consent to proceed in an expedited fashion. As a 
consequence, we have taken far longer than we ever should have in 
order to deal with the bill. 


The bill has three components and revolves around a core concept: 
the tension between the independence of the judiciary and the 
hierarchy of the military command structure. Indeed, pretty well all 
of the justice issues in the military, the conflicts over those two 
points of principle, are the subject matter of both Bill C-16 and Bill 
C-15. Sometimes it is with respect to the independence of the police, 
but in the case of Bill C-16, it is with respect to the independence of 
the judiciary. 


We are here because the courts have told us that the system has to 
be repaired. We cannot have a system in which the independence of 
the judiciary is subject to the whims of the CDS or anyone else in the 
chain of command. The bill does respond to the Regina v. Leblanc 
case and it requires a retirement age of 60. 


I appreciate that in order to be a military judge, one also has to be 
a military officer, but it is an interesting conflict. Frankly, for lawyers 
and judges the age of 60 is frequently prime time in their careers. 
Ironically, by requiring that age of retirement and by requiring that 
the judge be an officer, in effect we are limiting the pool of people 
who would, in all other circumstances, be excellently qualified for 
the judiciary. 


As a classic example, last week we had a hearing with respect to 
two judges for the Supreme Court of Canada. One was 63 and the 
other was 56 years old. Ironically, one would not be qualified to be a 
military judge and the other would only be entitled to one 
appointment. 
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There is an interesting debate as to whether one has to be an 
officer in order to be a military judge. I am not sure that we should 
not actually be debating that a little more extensively; possibly a 
retired officer could be a military judge beyond age 60. There is 
another argument as to why one has to achieve the fitness levels 
required of officers up to age 60 in order to sit as a judicial officer. 


Those issues aside, this bill does warrant our support. I think the 
regime that the government has put forward in the bill is an 
appropriate regime. A military officer who is a military judge will be 
automatically required to retire at age 60, as opposed to the 
requirement in the civilian system for retirement at age 75. The 
person can be removed for cause, and there is an inquiry process, 
again independent of the chain of command. That is an appropriate 
form of removal, given our requirements for the independence of the 
judiciary. Of course, there is also resignation. 


There is this ongoing tension between chain of command and the 
independence of the judiciary. Bill C-16 does achieve some balance 
between those two tensions, and I and my party will support this bill; 
indeed, we would have supported it at all stages had the government 
handled the desires of other people in this chamber a little more 
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sensitively. In fact, possibly by this time we would have gone to 
committee of the whole and had this bill passed and on the way to 
the Senate. There is a time deadline of December 2, and I am rather 
hoping that we still achieve that time deadline; otherwise, a decision 
will be imposed upon us. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, I have a question for the hon. member who just spoke. I 
would like to tell him that we also support this bill. 


However, when I returned to my office, I heard criticism from a 
Conservative member. First, you clearly established the rules here in 
this House by saying that he did not have the right to mention the 
absence or presence of a member. One thing is for certain: while I 
was away, I was still watching the House of Commons debates on 
television and I heard this same member criticizing the Bloc 
Québécois for taking steps to delay the bill—a bill that we support— 
which is completely false. I would like to ask the hon. member 
whether he shares my opinion in this regard. 


This bill was introduced on October 7. The House resumed on 
September 19. It is the Conservative government that is in charge of 
the legislative agenda here in the House. Subsequent to the court's 
decision, the Conservatives could very well have introduced this bill 
earlier and made sure, of course, that the whole process was 
followed and that this bill was passed quickly. Everything could 
have been done but, instead, the Conservatives introduced a bill to 
abolish the Canadian Wheat Board and a bill to reduce the political 
weight of Quebec. They introduced all kinds of bills but not this one. 
So if anyone is to blame for the speed with which the bill must be 
passed, it is the Conservatives themselves. 


[English] 


Hon. John McKay: I am not sure that was a question Mr. 
Speaker, but it was a comment. 


I largely agree with the sentiments of the hon. member. The bill 
was initially presented in a form that incorporated a number of other 
things, many of which were quite problematic. It could have actually 
been presented as a stand-alone bill in the last Parliament and could 
have been law by now. 


The government chooses to proceed in whatever way it chooses. It 
prorogues at its whim, it formulates its bills at its whim, and it 
alienates members of the opposition, apparently, at will as well, the 
consequence being that things that should not be delayed do get 
delayed. 


I say to my colleagues on the government side that what goes 
around comes around. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to point out 
that it is a bit rich for the hon. member for Richmond—Arthabaska 
to say he supports this bill when he and his colleagues were the ones 
who refused to give unanimous consent this morning. 
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[English] 


The hon. member for Scarborough—Guildwood made the point 
that what goes around comes around. Earlier, the member for St. 
John's East suggested that the measures in these bills could have 
been brought forward in the previous Parliament. 


The statement made by the member for Scarborough—Guildwood 
is true. The statement by the member for St. John's East is not true, 
given that the bill containing these measures in the last Parliament 
was reported from committee on March 24 of this year and this 
country was plunged into an unnecessary and costly election on 
March 25. 


Would the member not agree that what goes around does come 
around, but in this case his party and the other parties opposite 
prevented us from moving forward with the subsequent stages of 
these measures? 
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Hon. John McKay: Mr. Speaker, that is the kind of debate I 
would actually wish to avoid by limiting my remarks simply to the 
substance of the bill, but since the Conservatives insist on getting 
into it, we are going to get into it, are we not? The clock is going to 
run, and again we are going to achieve absolutely nothing. 


This legislation has had at least three or four iterations. It is almost 
what one might call a fifth generation bill. During that period of time 
we have had prorogations and all kinds of delays. The government 
can move its legislation as it desires, so to say that it did not quite get 
it done in the bill's last iteration before an election is also pretty rich. 


This is, frankly and candidly, an unnecessary debate; we agree on 
the substance of the bill, so let us just move it forward. As the 
parliamentary secretary said earlier, only four judges are involved. 
That is all we are talking about here. If the government cannot move 
its legislation and continues to alienate the opposition, we are not 
going to make the December 2 deadline, in which case the whole 
system will go up the flue. 


[Translation] 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, it is a pleasure for me to participate in the debate on 
Bill C-16. The Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National 
Defence is well aware that the Bloc Québécois supports this bill. 


What we take issue with is that the parliamentary secretary has 
said in the House that we have failed to provide unanimous consent, 
which is completely false. I will give an example. Today, I gave 
unanimous consent, on behalf of the Bloc Québécois which I 
represent, to the agreement between the Cree and the federal 
government. We had already given our word and consent with 
respect to this bill. 


With regard to Bill C-16, we were asked for our support yesterday 
at the same time that we were asking for unanimous consent to pay 
tribute to veterans. Remembrance Day is at hand. We are all wearing 
poppies—I see, Mr. Speaker, that you are wearing one also—to 
commemorate the battles fought by our veterans, the people who 
went overseas to fight in two world wars and other conflicts, which 
unfortunately should not have occurred but did, and who fought for 
our freedom. 
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The dean of the House of Commons, the member for Bas- 
Richelieu—Nicolet—Bécancour, wanted to rise, like members of 
other parties, and pay tribute for a few minutes to the people who 
fought to protect our freedom and to prevent dictators from taking 
control of the world and suppressing freedoms, as was recently the 
case in Libya. The leader of the Green Party also wanted a few 
minutes to address the people and pay tribute to our veterans. This 
was refused by lack of unanimous consent. We were simply told that 
the Conservative government had the right to do so and that it was 
within the rules. 


I know that the government was probably afraid that the Green 
Party and the Bloc Québécois would use this precedent to intervene 
and rise often in the House, saying that they want to be recognized as 
parties. We have known from the beginning that we do not have 12 
members, just 4, and that the leader of the Green Party is the only 
member of Parliament for her party. For that reason, the interim 
leader of the Bloc Québécois specifically stated yesterday, when 
making the request, that he did not want to set a precedent and that 
he simply wanted to make a statement. 


That was one of the lowest moments I have experienced since 
being elected in 2004. I have rarely seen a government rebuff the 
opposition parties in a such a way and on such an occasion. 


We did not give our unanimous consent to Bill C-16 then and we 
are opposing it today because the fault lies with the government for 
not being alert enough to introduce it sooner. The government could 
have introduced this bill as early as September 19, when Parliament 
resumed, but it waited until October 7. The government has also 
introduced a series of bills and has prevented the opposition from 
debating them and discussing them properly by moving closure and 
time allocation motions five or six times. I do not even know how 
many there have been, but closure has been moved on at least five or 
six bills. We cannot follow the normal legislative process because 
the government is in a very big hurry. It made legislative choices, but 
Bill 16, which we are discussing today, was not part of them. 


The Conservatives chose to introduce Bill C-10 on justice. They 
decided to abolish the firearms registry and destroy the data. They 
also introduced a bill that will diminish Quebec's political weight in 
the House. There was also the bill on the Canadian Wheat Board. 
They chose to introduce all those bills instead of Bill C-16. I want to 
come back to Bill C-16 to which we could have given our 
unanimous consent. We only did what the government said it would 
do, in other words, follow the rules. I have been in federal politics 
long enough to know there are rules to be followed in the House. 
There is a legislative process to be followed: first reading, second 
reading, third reading and work in committee. 


I understand perfectly well that there was a court order, but if the 
government was in such a hurry, it could have made sure that this bill 
went through all the stages as quickly as possible. After all, it is the 
government that sets the agenda. 


2990 


Government Orders 


@ (1250) 


Yesterday, by refusing to allow us to pay tribute to veterans, if the 
government was trying to send a message that we do not exist, that 
we are not an official party and that we do not deserve to speak in 
this House, it failed. Today we are sending our own message that we 
are still here. Just like the Conservative members, and in fact like all 
members of the House, we were democratically elected. Even the 
Prime Minister himself must acknowledge that he was democrati- 
cally elected in his riding and that he is an MP first and foremost, 
and Prime Minister second. I think it is our duty to do things 
correctly here. 


Thus, there are no second-class MPs in this House. I never 
thought that when there were 50 Bloc Québécois MPs, nor do I think 
that today, just because we are fewer in number. My message to the 
government is that it should think carefully before acting as 
heinously as it did yesterday. Nevertheless, once again, it is the 
government's fault that it did not introduce the bill earlier. And we 
support Bill C-16, especially since a court decision will strengthen 
the independence of military judges. That is very important. The 
Minister of National Defence introduced Bill C-16, An Act to amend 
the National Defence Act (military judges), in the House of 
Commons at first reading. 


The Court Martial Appeal Court of Canada delivered its judgment 
in the Regina v. Leblanc case. In its decision, the appeal court 
determined that the provisions in the National Defence Act and the 
Queen’s Regulations and Orders for the Canadian Forces regarding 
the appointment and retirement of military judges do not sufficiently 
respect judicial independence as required by section 11(d) of the 
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 


In declaring certain National Defence Act provisions constitu- 
tionally invalid and inoperative, the Court Martial Appeal Court in 
Regina v. Leblanc suspended the declaration of invalidity for a 
period of six months to allow remedial legislation to be enacted. The 
declaration will be effective December 2, 2011.. 


Bill C-16 amends the provisions of the National Defence Act that 
deal with the tenure of military judges, providing that they serve 
until the retirement age of 60 years, unless removed for cause on the 
recommendation of an inquiry committee or upon the resignation of 
the military judge. 


To give a bit of background and explain the situation in full, I 
should mention that judges used to be appointed for a predetermined 
period of time. I believe it was for five years, but when a judge's term 
was up for renewal, it seemed that he or she did not have complete 
independence at that time. Now the process will simply be the same 
as it is for other judges. The tenure for military judges will allow 
them to sit as such until the retirement age of 60 years. That creates a 
balance. It sends a message that we will improve the situation around 
judicial independence, which is something we in the House could in 
no way be opposed to. 


Justice Lamer made a number of recommendations, and this is one 
that we have agreed with from the outset. The Bloc Québécois 
believes in keeping military justice separate from civilian justice. It 
makes sense for the Canadian armed forces to have its own justice 
system, in light of the particularities of military life and military 
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requirements. This bill corrects a situation that created a fairly 
significant difference between the civilian justice system and the 
military justice system, in order to improve the military system. 


It is absolutely necessary to have discipline within an army. 
Without that discipline, we would lose any sense of structure and 
effectiveness. Since the primary goal of our armed forces is to 
protect the safety of Canadians, this issue is vitally important. The 
Supreme Court of Canada recognized this principle in 1992: 


The purpose of a separate system of military tribunals is to allow the Armed 
Forces to deal with matters that pertain directly to the discipline, efficiency and 
morale of the military. The safety and well-being of Canadians depends considerably 
on the willingness and readiness of a force of men and women to defend against 
threats to the nation's security. To maintain the Armed Forces in a state of readiness, 
the military must be in a position to enforce internal discipline effectively and 
efficiently. Breaches of military discipline must be dealt with speedily and, 
frequently, punished more severely than would be the case if a civilian engaged in 
such conduct. As a result, the military has its own Code of Service Discipline to 
allow it to meet its particular disciplinary needs. In addition, special service tribunals, 
rather than the ordinary courts, have been given jurisdiction to punish breaches of the 
Code of Service Discipline. Recourse to the ordinary criminal courts would, as a 
general rule, be inadequate to serve the particular disciplinary needs of the military. 
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A number of changes were called for. I think that Bill C-16 is a 
step that, I repeat, addresses only one of Justice Lamer's 
recommendations. We can go step by step. That is no problem. 


There are also offences in the Code of Service Discipline that do 
not have equivalents in civilian justice. For example, the offences of 
disobedience of lawful command or disobedience to a superior 
officer do not exist in civilian justice. Military justice applies to three 
categories of people: military personnel in the regular forces, 
reservists and civilians who work with military personnel on 
missions. 


But although military justice is necessary, people who join the 
Canadian Forces do not lose their rights, including their charter 
rights. 


For 12 years, a great deal of thought has been given to 
modernizing military justice to bring it more in line with civilian 
Justice. In its May 2009 report, the Standing Senate Committee on 
Legal and Constitutional Affairs wrote the following, “...the military, 
as an organization, benefits when the rules that govern it largely 
reflect those that apply to Canadian society in general.” 


We therefore feel it is important that the government consider not 
only the issue of the independence of military judges but also the 
entire military justice reform. In my opinion, even the Parliamentary 
Secretary to the Minister of National Defence can understand that, 
when we talk about such a bill, it goes without saying that we should 
expand our discussion and thought process a bit to include the whole 
military justice policy, particularly since more than one recommen- 
dation was given by Justice Lamer and the Senate committee. 
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Military justice reform dates back to 1997 and stems from two 
reviews. First, a special advisory group received a mandate to study 
the Code of Service Discipline set out in the National Defence Act. 
Then, the commission of inquiry into the deployment of Canadian 
forces to Somalia was asked to review how to handle the actions of 
certain soldiers sent to that country. 


The two resulting reports led the government to introduce Bill 
C-25, which came into effect on September 1, 1999. This bill 
amended the National Defence Act by abolishing thé death penalty 
in the military justice system, a very important change; incorporating 
civilian parole ineligibility provisions; creating the Canadian Forces 
Grievance Board; creating the Military Police Complaints Commis- 
sion; strengthening the independence of military judges by making 
changes to the terms of their appointment, their qualifications and 
their tenure; and creating new positions within the military justice 
system in order to separate the investigative function from the 
prosecution and defence functions. 


Clause 96 of Bill C-25 provided for an independent review every 
five years in order to examine the amendments to the National 
Defence Act. Many of the amendments I just listed are still pending. 
I am counting on the current government and its Minister of National 
Defence to take into account the majority of the recommendations 
that I mentioned just a few moments ago. 


With this in mind, the federal government appointed a former 
Supreme Court justice, Antonio Lamer, to conduct the first review. 
He presented his report to Parliament in March 2003. Military justice 
has been on the radar for some time now, and here today we have 
this bill—barely two pages long—regarding the independence of 
judges. There will undoubtedly be other, more significant, changes 
that will improve the National Defence Act and that will also 
implement Justice Lamer's recommendations, which, as I have said 
before, are already 10 years old. 


In his report, Justice Lamer observed that “Canada's military 
‘justice system generally works very well, subject to a few changes.” 
Consequently, he made 88 recommendations to improve military 
justice. I will not list the 88 recommendations, although some here 
might like me to do so. 
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I will briefly refer to some of Justice Lamer's 2003 recommenda- 
tions: arrest procedures and pre-trial detention; procedures for 
proceeding by indictment; the structure of the court; sentencing; 
aligning the rights of the accused with those in a civil court such that 
the accused could choose the type of court martial and such that the 
finding of court martial panels would be arrived at by unanimous 
vote; strengthening the independence of the principal intervenors in 
the military justice system; and improving the grievance and military 
police complaints processes. 


In order to implement Justice Lamer's recommendations and 
amend the National Defence Act, the government introduced Bill 
C-45 in August 2006. It died on the order paper. In March 2008, the 
government introduced another bill, Bill C-7, which was identical to 
Bill C-45 and also died on the order paper when an election was 
called in the fall of 2008. 
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In April 2008, the Court Martial Appeal Court of Canada handed 
down a decision in the case of Regina v. Trépanier. At issue was the 
possibility of choosing the type of court martial. The Court Martial 
Appeal Court of Canada ruled that a provision of the National 
Defence Act that gave the court martial administrator exclusive 
authority to select the type of court martial was unconstitutional. The 
Court Martial Appeal Court of Canada found that it was 
unacceptable that the accused could not chose the kind of court 
martial that would judge him or her. 


Following that ruling—which brings us to where we are today— 
the federal government introduced Bill C-60 to accomplish the 
following: to more closely align the manner in which the mode of 
trial by courts martial is determined with the approach in the civilian 
criminal justice system, while still satisfying the unique needs of the 
military justice system; to reduce the types of courts martial from 
four to two; to allow military judges to deal with certain pre-trial 
matters at any time after a charge has been preferred; and to require 
court martial panels to make key decisions on the basis of a 
unanimous vote. Bill C-60 passed in the House on June 18, 2008. 


One of Justice Lamer's recommendations has been incorporated 
into Bill C-16 before us today. 


I repeat—and I will conclude on this in just a moment—the Bloc 
Québécois is not opposed to Bill C-16. The Bloc did not break any 
agreements to speed things up. The government alone is responsible 
for its own legislative agenda. It could have introduced the bill to get 
it through all the various steps in the usual way, knowing very well 
that a court order meant that a certain timeline had to be respected. 


I cannot believe that, with the army of people and public servants 
available to the Minister of National Defence, it did not occur to him 
to look at a calendar and ensure that all the steps could be completed 
regarding Bill C-16. It is because of the government's own 
negligence that it is so keen to have the bill fast-tracked, because 
it did not do its homework. 


I cannot believe that the government behaved in this manner. 
However, as I explained at the beginning of my speech, it is simply 
because the government made other choices. It had other priorities. It 
wanted to reduce Quebec's political weight with Bill C-20, for 
instance. It wanted to put the Canadian Wheat Board out of 
commission. It also decided to rule out all potential debate on Bill 
C-10 regarding justice. I can assure this House, not everyone is 
pleased about that. It is no longer only Quebec that opposes that bill. 
We will soon be up to 10 provinces that oppose the bill. But the 
government decided to make it a priority anyway. 


In closing, it should have found a way to move a little faster on 
this matter and introduce Bill C-16 earlier. Had it done so, we might 
not still be talking about it today. 


@ (1305) 
[English] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Is the House ready 
for the question? 
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Some hon. members: Question. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): The question is on the 
motion. Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): I declare the motion 
carried. Accordingly, the bill stands referred to the Standing 
Committee on National Defence. 


(Motion agreed to, bill read the second time and referred to a 
committee) 


**K* 
[Translation] 


STRENGTHENING MILITARY JUSTICE IN THE DEFENCE 
OF CANADA ACT 


Hon. Diane Ablonczy (for the Minister of National Defence) 
moved that Bill C-15, An Act to amend: the National Defence Act 
and to make consequential amendments to other Acts, be read the 
second time and referred to a committee. 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, first, I would like to 
remind the House that, although Bill C-16 was sent to committee, we 
could have moved forward much more quickly if the member for 
Richmond—Arthabaska had acted differently this morning. It is not 
up to him to decide who forced the Standing Committee on National 
Defence to examine these very urgent measures for the second time, 
something that is unnecessary. I think that all members in this House 
understand these measures and understand how this member wasted 
the time of the House and the Standing Committee on National 
Defence. 


[English] 


As I begin my remarks, I would like to congratulate those of our 
colleagues, the hon. member for St. John's East, the hon. member for 
Scarborough—Guildwood, and the hon. member for Hamilton 
Centre, who worked very hard with members on our side to develop 
a common approach. 


[Translation] 


Mr. André Bellavance: Mr. Speaker, I do not plan on making a 
habit of interrupting the parliamentary secretary. However, I must 
correct one thing: not one of the 308 members in this House is 
wasting anyone's time. Every member has the right to speak and to 
give their opinion. Obviously, some members are not happy with 
some decisions, for various reasons. Yesterday there was a decision 
that went against us and that we strongly disagreed with. We will get 
over it, and the parliamentary secretary should too and should not 
say that a member of the House is wasting the House's time. 
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Mr. Chris Alexander: Mr. Speaker, the member for Richmond— 
Arthabaska knows full well that he has drawn out the procedures and 
the debate on this issue. It had nothing to do with the substance of 
these matters, which are urgent for all members of the Canadian 
Armed Forces. We are ashamed for him. Even if— 


[English| 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Order. Is the 
parliamentary secretary continuing with debate, or is he responding 
to the point of order? 


Mr. Chris Alexander: Mr. Speaker, I am continuing debate, a 
debate that is urgent, on measures that have been before this House 
three times. This is the fourth time. It is important that members of 
this House understand the urgency of these measures and the level of 
consensus that has been reached by successive Parliaments on these 
measures. That is the reason for my remarks. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Order. The Chair 
appreciates the clarification and would be pleased if the hon. 
parliamentary secretary continued with his remarks regarding the 
matter before the House. 


Mr. Chris Alexander: Mr. Speaker, as I was saying, we have had 
great collaboration from all three parties represented in this House. 


I want to pay particular tribute to the three members I mentioned 
earlier. The member for St. John's East made a couple of remarks 
about the LeBlanc case which probably, if they were heard by 
members of the Canadian Forces, would have them regretting that he 
chose to pursue his legal career not in the judge advocate general's 
office but in civilian life. He clearly understands the importance of 
the system, the importance of a strong defence, the importance of 
independent judges and professionals at every level of the military 
justice system. 


I thank the member for his clarity on the issues. I also thank his 
party and the Liberal Party for their constructive contribution to 
advancing these bills. 


I rise now in support of Bill C-15 , the strengthening military 
justice in the defence of Canada bill, which concerns an important 
aspect of national defence, that of military justice in the broad sense. 


Maintaining the integrity of the military justice system is the 
responsibility of government and should concern all Canadians. The 
military justice system is an essential tool to maintain the discipline, 
morale and operational effectiveness of the Canadian Forces. 


Without such a system, our men and women in uniform would not 
be able to focus on their number one priority which is to protect the 
interests of Canada and Canadians. 


[Translation] 


For that reason, the government, the Supreme Court of Canada 
and even the Constitution recognized the importance of maintaining 
a robust military justice system. 


[English] 


This government also recognizes, as did Chief Justice Lamer in 
his 2003 report, that there is room for improvement. The principles 
and procedures of military courts martial and summary trials must 
remain consistent with Canadian values and the evolution of 
Canadian criminal law. After all, a legal system can only remain 
strong if it evolves alongside the society it serves. Otherwise, an 
outdated system could risk undermining not only the legitimacy of 
military law, but also the health and vitality of the forces themselves. 


November 4, 2011 


This government has tried three times since 2006 to introduce the 
necessary legislation to do so, but each bill has failed to progress as a 
result of the unpredictable nature of a minority Parliament. I do not 
think it is worth going into the details again of those stories from 
previous Parliaments. 


[Translation] 


In 1998, when the National Defence Act was last updated, an 
independent review of the act every five years was made mandatory. 
In the first review, in 2003—the member for Richmond— 
Arthabaska was right to mention that it was some time ago—Chief 
Justice Lamer made several important recommendations about how 
to improve the act. 


[English] 


These recommendations focused on the administration of military 
justice, the role of the Canadian Forces provost marshal, the head of 
the military police, as well as the system by which grievances of 
Canadian Forces members were addressed. All of these recommen- 
dations were studied in detail, both inside and outside the Canadian 
Forces and Department of National Defence. A wide range of 
stakeholders, civilian, military, government, non-government were 
consulted and, as a result, this government brought forward 
legislation on two separate occasions to update the National Defence 
Act. Members know them well. They were Bill C-7 in 2006 and Bill 
C-45 in 2008, both of which, as we are aware, died on the order 


paper. 


Then in 2008, the ruling of the Court Martial Appeal Court of 
Canada in the case of Regina v. Trépanier forced the government to 
introduce legislation on an urgent basis. In response, the government 
rapidly introduced a targeted bill, Bill C-60, to rectify this problem. 
Thanks to many hon. members still present, this legislation was 
passed by Parliament. 
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[Translation] 


In 2010, the government once again tried to update the National 
Defence Act, this time by following up on recommendations from 
the Standing Senate Committee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs 
as well as the latest recommendations from Chief Justice Lamer. 


[English] 


That bill, Bill C-41, was introduced during the final session of the 
40th Parliament and was both studied and reported on by the Senate 
committee. 


[Translation] 


Some of the amendments that were submitted by the Bloc and 
discussed in committee were included in Bill C-41. 


[English] 


However, that bill died with the dissolution of Parliament in 
March. Since that time, we have had the Court Martial Appeal Court 
ruling, already discussed today, which assessed the process by which 
military judges were appointed, currently on a five-year basis, and 
we started to deal with that issue with Bill C-16. However, that bill 
does not address other important amendments included in Bill C-15, 
a bill that aims to reinforce military justice by bringing the National 
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Defence Act up to date. This is an act that is evergreen, that requires 
constant updating, as many pieces of legislation do, on which the 
institutions of our country depend. 


We have given careful consideration to the recommendations and 
proposed amendments put forward by members of the House, when 
Bill C-41 was studied in committee. 


[Translation] 


Bill C-15 would address various problems regarding military 
justice through a series of important amendments to the National 
Defence Act. 


[English] 


First, it would strengthen the administration of military justice by 
allowing for the appointment of part-time military judges to serve in 
times of large-scale operations and other search periods, thereby 
providing flexibility in the courts martial system. We hope this is not 
a provision that will be needed soon or often, but it needs to be there 
and it is a former chief justice of our country's Supreme Court who 
endorses that view. 


In addition, it would lower the minimum rank requirement for the 
senior member of a court martial panel from colonel to lieutenant 
colonel in most cases and reduce the minimum rank of serving panel 
members on courts martial of non-commissioned members. from 
warrant officer to sergeant. This fight simply widens the pool of 
those eligible to serve on these panels. 


It would also allow for one more non-commissioned officer to 
serve on the panel when the accused is a non-commissioned 
member, as well as allow for increased participation of non- 
commissioned officers, without undermining the requirement for 
leadership and experience in the maintenance of discipline. It is the 
experience of non-commissioned members, as well as officers, on 
which this system depends. 


[Translation] 


This bill would clearly define the objectives, intent and principles 
of sentencing in the military justice system. 


[English] 


By articulating the purposes of military justice, we would be 
giving increased clarity and transparency to all those engaged in its 
delivery. This is perhaps the most exciting and compelling aspect of 
this bill. The National Defence Act had not previously articulated the 
purposes of military justice. They are implicit and known but now 
they would be explicit and this would provide Parliament's guidance 
to the military judges, officers and Court Martial Appeal Court 
justices presiding over courts martial, summary trials and appeals, 
just as Parliament has already done for the civilian criminal justice 
system in the Criminal Code. Of course, this guidance would 
expressly recognize the crucial elements unique to the military 
system necessary for it to fulfill its vital function. 
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The bill would also introduce a broader range of sentencing 
options to help ensure that the punishments handed down by courts 
martial or summary trials are appropriate, both in terms of being 
appropriate to the offence committed as well as being broadly 
comparable to the range and type of sentences available within the 
civilian criminal justice system. Criminal justice evolves. Military 
justice must reflect the best of the evolution of the civilian criminal 
system. 


[Translation] 


Bill C-15 would also improve how victims are treated by the 
military justice system. The bill includes the option of presenting 
victim impact statements before courts martial and would give 
military judges the authority to order restitution. 


® (1320) 
[English] 


Victim impact statements are very important to the whole justice 
system, something that is recognized on the civilian side but which 
now needs to be enacted on the military side for us to continue to be 
as proud of and confident in that system as we have been to date. 


The bill would set an additional limitation period for holding 
summary trials, requiring that charges be laid within six months of 
an alleged offence being committed, to accompany the existing 
requirement that the summary trial be held within one year of the 
alleged offence. And, Bill C-15 would legally empower the Court 
Martial Appeal Court of Canada to suspend sentences handed down 
by courts martial where deemed appropriate. 


[Translation] 


In addition to resolving issues related to the administration of 
military justice, Bill C-15 would strengthen the military police 
system by officially establishing the position, duties and responsi- 
bilities of the Canadian Forces Provost Marshal, who is the military 
police chief, and by speeding up the military police complaint 
process and making it more fair. 


[English] 


The provost marshal, just to be clear, is not yet recognized 
officially in the National Defence Act. Mr. Justice Lamer 
recommended that he or she be so, and the position would be so 
under Bill C-15 when it is enacted. 


With respect to addressing grievances in the Canadian Forces, Bill 
C-15 would permit the Chief of the Defence Staff to better delegate 
his power as the system's final grievance authority, thereby helping 
to resolve grievances more swiftly and efficiently in the interests of 
better administration and morale. 


The bill would also formally change the name of the Canadian 
Forces Grievance Board, at its own request, to the military 
grievances external review committee to reflect the actual status of 
that committee. This would better reflect its independence and 
increase the confidence of Canadian Forces members in its 
impartiality. 


Finally, this bill would improve the existing statutory requirement 
for a periodic independent review of selected provisions of the 
National Defence Act. It would clearly establish that requirement in 


the act itself, setting out both the scope of review and the mandate of 
review period which would be adjusted from five to seven years to 
ensure the quality and effectiveness of each independent review. 


[Translation] 


In conclusion, the government recognizes that the changes 
proposed in this bill are extensive and, in some cases, complex. 
However, it should be noted that, in most cases, the need for these 
changes has been recognized for years and most of the proposed 
changes have already been addressed and analyzed in committee. 


[English] 


Our men and women in uniform are counting on us. This 
government acknowledges that regular attention and review is 
necessary to ensure the continued relevance and effectiveness of any 
legal system, military or civilian, and through Bill C-15, we will 
ensure that this is the case for military justice in the years to come. 


Canadians depend on their government to build and maintain a 
justice system that reflects our national values and respects the rule 
of law. This government has been given a strong mandate from 
Canadians to do that. The House has a mandate to act in this area as 
well. I therefore call on the House to support this important effort by 
moving this bill forward as quickly as possible. 


It may seem to some of us in the House that the measures in the 
bill are distant or obscure. Not all of us have had direct contact with 
the military justice system, but we all understand that the roughly 
100,000 Canadian men and women in uniform, regular force, reserve 
force, depend on these measures for their morale, for their discipline, 
for the framework of justice, action and order in which they operate 
in Canada, and which they take with them abroad when they are 
deployed as they have been so often in the history of this country. 


We have a responsibility to them, eight years after the Lamer 
report, to move forward with these important measures. The 
measures in Bill C-15 go well beyond those provided for in Bill 
C-16, and will indeed supersede that of the bill we dealt with earlier 
today if that bill passes into law earlier. 


We hope that we have the support of all members of the House in 
moving through an expeditious debate on the bill, efficient 
consideration at committee, and early implementation and enactment 
of the bill into law. 


Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate the remarks from the hon. parliamentary 
secretary. My question involves the review that was done by the hon. 
Mr. Justice Lamer submitted in 2003. That review contained some 
88 recommendations, a few of which are covered in Bill C-16 and 
some in Bill C-15, but it seems the government has substituted its 
judgment for Mr. Justice Lamer in omitting some of those. 


As well, in his report there were many things in the 
recommendations the government could do without legislation, 
including increasing resources to the military justice system which 
apparently the government has failed to do in that intervening time 
period. 


Why have there been these omissions of recommendations from 
the bill and why has the government not acted on those 
recommendations which do not require legislation? 


November 4, 2011 


COMMONS DEBATES 


2995 


@ (1325) 


Mr. Chris Alexander: Mr. Speaker, the government has acted on 
many of the recommendations that do not require legislation and we 
would be happy to review those in detail with the hon. member and 
his party at committee or outside of the House. Within the confines 
of an answer to this question, I cannot provide that level of detail. 


The vast majority of the recommendations contained in the Lamer 
report of 2003 have been translated into legislation in the bill. I think 
the member will agree, as many members in his party did in 
consideration at committee, that these are the right ones and that not 
all were appropriate for translation for inclusion in the bill at this 
time. 


There are larger issues related to the Military Police Complaints 
Commission and the grievance process which are still subject to 
policy review, still subject to decisions pending outside of the House, 
which we hope to translate into legislation at a subsequent date. But 
keep in mind that Justice LeSage is leading another review of the 
military justice system, which is due very soon, which will have 
recommendations. The House will have a chance to return to these 
issues relatively soon because of our delay in implementing the 
recommendations from the Lamer report over eight long years. 


Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, as the hon. member would know, in the many reiterations 
of this bill, one of the debates was around the independence of the 
police to conduct investigations. The independence of the police is 
as important to the rule of law as the independence of the judiciary. 


As I said earlier, the tension between the independence of the 
police and the command structure of the military is what creates 
something of a hybrid system for military justice in this country, and 
for that matter, in all other countries. 


There exists a tension in the military system of justice that does 
not exist in the civilian system. Where police would be assumed to 
be, both factually and in appearance, independent of supervision 
from, say, an authority like a mayor or other political authority in a 
military justice system, that is not entirely a warranted assumption. 


Hence, my question is with respect to subsection 18.5(3), which 
states: “The Vice Chief of the Defence Staff may issue instructions 
or guidelines in writing in respect of a particular investigation”. 


I would be interested in the government's view with respect to the 
ability of the vice chief of the defence staff to actually issue 
instructions on a unique and discreet investigation. That does not 
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auger well for the independence of the police to pursue an 
investigation, where it might take the police. 


Does the hon. member have some concern that this particular 
section could be both used, but more ominously abused, by senior 
brass, for want of a better term, in order to shut down an 
investigation? 


Mr. Chris Alexander: Mr. Speaker, the government, after long 
consideration within the Department of National Defence, and on the 
basis of consultations with many, inside and outside of government, 


_has come to the conclusion that it can be confident that those 


measures, mentioned by the member for Scarborough—Guildwood, 
are required. Abuse can come in many forms. We rely on the 
professionalism of the senior leadership of the Department of 
National Defence, and all our public servants, to prevent it. By and 
large they do. 


I would remind the hon. member, there are also safeguards in the 
bill. The number of times that the vice chief of the defence staff has 
recourse to this provision is subject to review. This provision itself is 
subject to review, as are all the measures governing military justice. 
It is currently every five years. We are now proposing every seven 
years. 


Let us be clear, there are institutions within the Department of 
National Defence. The superintendence of military justice is in the 
hands of the judge advocate general's office. Investigations and 
police work are in the hands of the provost marshal. They have their 
own logic and their own autonomy. That is enhanced by the bill, 
given that the provost marshals will for the first time be recognized, 
and the purposes of those officials' work recognized in the National 
Defence Act, thereby strengthening their ability to do their job 
without interference. 


© (1330) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Given that the time 
for government orders for today is about to expire, the hon. 
parliamentary secretary will have four minutes remaining in 
questions and comments when the House returns to this bill. 


In view of the ruling made earlier today, there will be no private 
member's business hour today. 


Accordingly the House stands adjourned until Monday, November 
14, 2011 at 11 am. pursuant to Standing Orders 28(2) and 24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 1:31 p.m.) 
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Chisu, ‘Cornelis. ! sca ciceesve ss Sys eens cena oy deat eaten ote Pickering—Scarborough East .. Ontario ................... CPE 
Chong, "Hon: Michae RS ER es med a ee TR Wellington—Halton Hills ...... Ontario: concen eee CPC 
Choquetie Francois 228.28 en: AA ENS PAUAMONT ae; SR aaa: Québecsr este es NDP 
Cho OEE tee UE canes Det LEE ANT SPRNIRR Trinity—Spadina ..….............. Ontario Re NDP 
Christopherson, David 54e SARA we ak cons ics RON ER Hamititon Centre ccd acu ade Ontariot ons oN NDP 
Clarkes ROBE AL eee ROR Mente eat ae RMA PAIE ceed Desnethé—Missinippi— 
MOUCHNL RIVER. 25, EL Saskatchewan ............ CPC 
Cleary, Ryan. sid so avin An NS ee ea Newfoundland and 
St. John's South—Mount Pearl Labrador.................. NDP 
Clement, Hon. Tony, President of the Treasury Board and Minister 
for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern 
CORAL oe ne ete Seen RA te Pere ae de 2 rm Parry Sound—Muskoka ........ OA a ee eee GPC 
Coderre, Hon. Denis......... pitas a het conte teat ars cae er eat one BGUlASSA PERS RE WUEDOC ere ten Lib. 
COMATAL AIO CURE SARA RE ce elec rte, os A PR OE PER tr Windsor—Tecumseh............ ONATO ea ees NDP 
COR, Ra vmangs cesredco he eke do 20 ae dE LP Te imate M ae Beauport—Limoilou ............ QUCREG). AS APR NDP 
L'OHOr OD PURES EE EAN LT AR es eS PC NES DO nee MON ROVAIE ES PENSER (CDEC En RTE Lib. 
Grow der. TAN cee Ree eta tn aa et eee A Nanaimo—Cowichan ........... British Columbia ........ NDP 
Gulien. Nan EE ST nee ce AT AR RES en se PR re An Skeena—Bulkley Valley........ British Columbia ........ NDP 
ORGS SOR 75 ots cree ORE st ee OR DANS ERP ah Cen eal AT Cape Breton—Canso ........... NOV SOMA. pence en Lib. 


DSL SOG RS crete as ane ate et A nee eat Don Valley Fast nie ONO cho areata eee CPC 


Province of Political 
Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
DAVIASOUMEL ALICIA ER EM RE. Re RE A IRE ai un end Sarnia—Lambton ............... Ontanongenceea tes THEN Le CRE 
AMIS DO ire wtih nw on er nie ANON nine SETA. | Vancouver Kingsway ........... British Columbia ........ NDP 
PS ils [oe EM be et Se cs ne Le cs Ree eye care dt NANCOUVÉE AST Sorat NE British Columbia ........ NDP 
RON Anne-Marie. oe NEE MONT: opte era pren Ole sert Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint- 

CHATS RE caer toe eee OUCDEC emer aes NDP 

Dechert, Bob, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign 

BEL ALL RE lues Nr esta vets Mississauga—Erindale.......... MAING ta a LS ak eign vt CPC 
Del Mastro, Dean, Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister and 

to the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs ........................ Betereroughis: 9 tiissace:) aaneas CUA as Acie die x aes acts CPE 
mevOluneiarry une ACting Speaker. .:257.4.c led irons Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes — 

BOCK paren cee rae aie ate Cea Op eae Er nak CPC 
DENATAPAURER PAS EIRE OR te TN RER EN or dede OftawalCentre ere ONMATOP RE EEE Ter NDP 
Dion, Hon. Stéphane, Saint-Laurent—Cartierville .................... Saint-Laurent—Cartierville .. OUÉDEC AMEN Re AR Lib. 
MronnerbabellemPlericwmea CR ET MAN eRe LE, er AAA ER TA RAVIÈTC QUE NOTA A AAA Quebecor ee IR Eee NDP 
HR 3 TRS OR OS 4 TA PE DENIS OA. EE New Westminster —Coquitlam. British Columbia ........ NDP 
DOTS ECE DVIS M ROSANE APR ARE RNA Me RER een ere Le LITE RENAN EMMA RE Quebec es SUR NA LE AE NDP 
Brain 121018 déc CORRE RE NL DEEE PE ET ARR RUE Ried Wecta ase acne ene AIDE AREA RTL CRE 
DUDÉAMATNREN EP er eee nai sacle sat sori a ce en ee ca Chambly—Borduas ............. QUÉDÉC ER LAURE NDP 
Duncan, Hon. John, Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 

DÉVÉlODMEN RS RP Re en lee cA Vancouver Island North ........ British Columbia ........ CRE 
UII 0S Gs 5 UA PERRET TON Bene RER PT RN A EAODICOKe NON. CONTACTE Lib. 
DUNCAN ARR Re sn del ce DANSE LA Edmonton—Strathcona......... A Dettal erases MP NDP 
IDUSSCaUl inne ine= LUC RE ee ieee a ato SHCTDIOORE waaanucodacosucosvoder QUÉDE CNE ER NDP 
Dykstra, Rick, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Citizenship 

ROMANS UOTE sn ar AN mean Ar ie ire Ste CAINATINES A MARAIS COTATO Reena: horace. CPE 
PASC Ian tel OST WAV LLC te mere wie Re OR RCE ER PR QUE lave Cee LM] ro fefa Copeman ME 4 S Prince Edward Island.... Lib. 
Re TA ELC MATE nd ini Leuseie Le Sydney—Victoria ............... Nova Scout Lib. 
Fantino, Hon. Julian, Associate Minister of National Defence ...... NEG Dan AE RE eat ie sete oan ee Ontantoy aaa ee eet CPC 
Fast, Hon. Ed, Minister of International Trade and Minister for the 

PROM ACEAGAIIO AE WAY ch ee es eee ec ths dome cn tid ca ein ten acon IS DOOISTORG TN TAN orm es British Columbia ........ CRE 
Findlay, Kerry-Lynne D., Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 

AS oa PEE nar tice tate? ons Hiv ee ens cee tat Delta—Richmond East ......... British Columbia ........ GPU 
Finley, Hon. Diane, Minister of Human Resources and Skills 

RO TS TERRE fe cee ee esis leven ans Haldimand—Norfolk ........... CARO tay pees TRN ees CPE 
Héhertabon Jini, Minister of Fihance. 4... 0... Whitby—Oshawa ............... Ontario ERP CPE 
Fletcher, Hon. Steven, Minister of State (Transport) ................. Charleswood—St. James— 

(ASSIIMIDOLA psa Eee ne MARHOGA PRET AE net CPC 
A LPAR AI TER PRES Re NE DL ES EE A ee nee Newfoundland and 

Random—Burin—St. George's Labrador.................. Lib. 
Batali, JAH ELAN COIS. eee te ue Me T eek 20 ee ee Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis— 

Matane—Matapédia ............ QUÉDEC PRE ME ee MUR BQ 
ÉTÉCINANANIVICTE Re er ARRET ARR ER Es SOME een POS Argenteuil—Papineau— 

Mirabélénes te, ees tie ot Muchecr een 1 NDP 
ey EATS SELON. Meee Se PA ere ne Ar PIS Vancouver Centre ey ne British Columbia ........ Lib. 
TIT ENSE RO A PA ae Cal AL Ni ae Oe AGRE aad ren Ottawa—Orléans................ NT Res és mbess LPC 
CA ANA CNE ERREUR RER ee eee Renfrew—Nipissing— 

Pembroke: Areata ert ane OntariG?, ee ENS" CPC 
ATCAMATC Rennes coe se die Ur eut de Westmount—Ville-Marie ....... QUÉDEC Rare Lib. 
OC A sain tomes MEE ae demande haine dau A setae Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca ...... British Columbia ........ NDP 
RS PAR AM Ama edd vary decane acer ban cad ances sera ste AR ON Le Shettord ese ae CENTRE OUEB ECE erat TAUPE NDP 
nes ONTARIO NARAN co. oa ink ree M welsh disse enka ws pony Vase lps <a 6 Manicouagan Ton ces. QUE AR feeb. 31 NDP 
RS A TT ane A ati Gi ey Dh es a at See te en ARGUS € Marc-Aurèle-Fortin ............. CHEDEC SET Ne NDP 


Province of Political 
Name of Member | Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
Got SP Aran AE me Per ee ee er me Brampton—Springdale ......... Ontario cen eck ee CPE 
Glover, Shelly, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance. Saint Boniface................... Wlamttabia <0) nee CPE 
GO VOD 0. SRE ONCE 852i er Re TE AP Acadie—Bathurst ............... New Brunswick.......... NDP 
Goguen, Robert, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice Moncton—Riverview—Dieppe New Brunswick.......... CPE 
Goldring Potent ae Ay. rok er ds ole elias erate Edmonton Bast «. 31 rio Alberta) RE UARS CPC 
Goodalefiiion: Ralph 4h BE SOUS DT ro cin PUPRENCE NVasCARA PEN Se Saskatchewan... Lib. 
Goodyear, Hon. Gary, Minister of State (Science and Technology) 

(Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario) .. Cambridge....................... CHAOS TERRES ee CPU 
Gosal, Hon. Bal, Minister of State (Sport) ....:...:........:......... Bramalea—Gore—Malton...... ONATOB ERA eee CEE 
Gourde, Jacques, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public 

Works and Government Services, for Official Languages and for Lotbinière—Chutes-de-la- 

the Economic Development Agency for the Regions of Quebec .. Chaudière........................ Gebers ci ttre tee eee CPC 
GTA VENT @laudeme mr rethc tte Re et mene EE Nickelbel tater inte ae eee ONTATIO NE eee wee eee NDP 
Grewal AINing (oblast cs = Nene, a She ee ee Fleetwood—Port Kells ......... British Columbia ........ CPC 
COMUNE. Sadia wuts ET EU cs, Semone crane eats Same am Dette trite) ee en Québec nest .ce ean NDP 
Harper, Right Hon: Stephen, Prime Minister." 080 ee Calgary Southwest.............. Albertans: ©. DONS CPC 
Harris: AO (20 ie Sea ean ote Umer ects Ouran nn Re Re ware Scarborough Southwest......... Ontario, soto Nena ee NDP 
Harris VAG: 12 ee eee ae earn Mire Phe Mean Le kA NE Ror, We Newfoundland and 

St, Johnisiiast’ ora ale sen Labrador in ua. NDP 
Harris, MICRO oe seams eee nee rye ne ae mene Ane Tee ni Cariboo—Prince George ....... British Columbia ........ CRE 
Flassainiaty Sama PS AA LATE Me ameene cats RN AR ste Ref Rt ren cic cet Verchéres—Les Patriotes ....... QUCHECAI Rie SERRE NDP 
awit: Eon) LANTERNE Edmonton) Centres ere Albertans. te seine thee (CIXC 
Hayes SRI AD LS ERP hee yeh etme tienen En TR PRE ve JA pe PAT SauS IC iMariee re ea OMEATION Fos ERA rere eee GPE 
Pigott TS aie Wate eee eae nr mea, South Surrey—White Rock— 

(Moverdalcn mss mace nrerre de British Columbia ........ CPC 
Ei ver seins, htt SPORE ere eater ate ten da ee tees ON ee i te Me ADULIAR Ete euee eae een, Pulertatess AR tees, wee eee CPE 
Bloback. (Randy / Cente: ce ewer eo ENS, Seat Stas hen nome geen wee PLince valent MENU EE eats Saskatchewan ............ ead 
Hoeppner, Candice, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public 

SET for Ae ROR OI URE ree Oem tyne PRO eters LE enue meas” Shee meet Portage—Lisgar ................. Manitoba si Ac. smile CPC 
HOLGER ER EST RE RARE TRES St Tae APR NI ee Lee LEE LÉONAONEWES ER eaten TRS Ontaniog RARES CPC 
HIS TES AR ores een Te RE Le ata aia, er Kingston and the Islands .....….. CONUATION: TEL AR ee ere Lib. 
LE AE A ES ON OR er er qi re ER AC cada ctor aa eae Algoma—Manitoulin— 

Kapuskasing a rests ot ete RATIOS. erence ease ree NDP 
Bvere Bitice acne nator naar came ee eae rin pena ee cee Mena ee eet Thunder Bay—Superior North. Ontario ................... NDP 
ACO mL à do Ponte ena AA En eee sore eat A 4 eers er Brome—Missisquoi............. QUEDEC mois A Ra NDP 
PAUNES: RONATINS er ee ee ete ete Re ee Scarborough Centre............. LA (FLE TC RS ARE eer CPC 
JO DTA Eee NE Re Arte PARTS APTE EE PAR En Fort McMurray—Athabasca ... Alberta ................... CRE 
Julian Petersen. oii nance vege Re AUR Pee RM ee en PE Burnaby—New Westminster... British Columbia ........ NDP 
Kamp, Randy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Fisheries Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge— 

and Oceans and for the Asia-Pacific Gateway ...................... MISSION Rene ee British Columbia ........ Cre 
RAY Ans AO... UP oe ele ee eid Scarborough—Agincourt ....... ONTO ook chee ee Lib. 
Keddy, Gerald, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Interna- 

tional Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency and for 

TAG TA slasapie: CHA WAY sii 7m cok ta LOS ates dataset he pea ee South Shore—St. Margaret's... Nova Scotia.............. CPC 
Koel ways PATE OW NE 2e Pen e ethan Ge eke ed eed ee er ae Dek Beaches—East York ............ CHOEUR RAR NDP 
Kenney, Hon. Jason, Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 

WVPUILICRMEANISII. DRERRISEEr Ce DST sia Uae AS en 7 72e CAD MOMENT er eines PIDGIA, 255 tens de CPC 
Kent Hone Peterwiinistem Olsthesk vironment Re eee ees. DOMAINE ONMATIORAN EPA CRE 
INGA. WIGS tack PO ME D LIRE FES SE ERA LEE, AVE MC NEA WestNOVa ott, dune NOV2 DeOta serre CRC 
INOMAINICKIT ECU cotter one RAR te oe ee ee ie eee Souris—Moose Mountain ...... Saskatchewanles see CPE 


ROMA LAN oe sees a ae LR A ea AN A de Prince Edward—Hastings ...... CET Ds tare: weet eran CPE 


Province of Political 

Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
Lake, Mike, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Industry ... Edmonton—Mill Woods — 

BEAUMONT asa ER ee AIDER kere pare iran CRE 
POUL CUR PIS VAN, (7: SOME MO Ms acres cnais eas aaene sno: lee el IW innige SIN OFM 2.05 die Manitoba cosas Leu ex Lib. 
APO S REAUNCONS, RUES Ie he, SEN Ce Caleta Montmagny—L'Islet— 

Kamouraska—Rivière-du-Loup Québec ................... NDP 
ASC COME PANIC ONS 255 dates RL sharin unl naecaeedenl ncn darn tt FS EDC DA Eee M ae er COUDES RASE ue NDP 
ALCL CSE M AlExandriIne. 5. Her ae tie Louis-Saint-Laurent............. ONES ANS SUS NDP 
PAU ZOUIGA TOPE EE ASSMAN. Ne, Sol ER ER RES MATRA DO Stormont—Dundas—South 

: PCOS ALC nay ahs ne ehh a EATON ees raed a 2b Cia CPC 

LENCO: RIG NE ER Eee ao Ries nan hacen Laurier—Sainte-Marie.......... CUED CHM Ra NE: nec TEL NDP 
Lebel, Hon. Denis, Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 

Communities and Minister of the Economic Development Agency 

Breanne 100 Me KeCIONs OL UCIT i. cess. t shen sensk SEA LATE Roberval—Lac-Saint-Jean...... @UCDC CHM ane re CRE 
CD ANC MEL OM MO OMINICH Se thik tears acces coe ee Oe ere ae Beausejour AT Peer ee New Brunswick.......... Lib. 
eee AERC ERO CLIC ASE RE omnes Pate TRE Sia Ca Emer eae He LaSalle Mare ee ONÉDEC ARR NN NDP 
NE na tt MUROI Se 0e TE 2 00e OMIS INTRO Ree ites ce” cas. ce CPC 
Leitch, Kellie, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Human 

Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of Labour Simcoe—Grey .................. WAT Meet at cena Cre 
Lemieux, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 

AML WELT Coy gape ol heats Aer alla RE als SNA ARE OR Glengarry—Prescott—Russell . Ontario ................... CPE 
Ghee FESEES Fide orca gt EG RI ae i RR a Mk IESG EG) be DS ACC FRAIS cess hs eect RS an ae Nova COHEN ns NDP 
Leung, Chungsen, Parliamentary Secretary for Multiculturalism .... Willowdale ...................... RONIAHO es rea ees CPC 
LIU, Éd dot DER SEE AR ER ARE EE AR Ate Sid DSM te RE ORS oS AP ORES Riviére-des-Mille-Iles........... @uchbecwe eee ee NDP 
1 VEST Dy SVR TA RUS) EN cll eal ee et Pa aie ee i ge Mississauga East—Cooksville . Ontario ................... Cre 
LOS, 188 ras RT eee Te eres Sa RN a Sk WME AT CaS Nether SU SEGRE AN lai N= BUG ownroncadenoapaonose NAT Opens oak eee CRE 
Lukiwski, Tom, Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Regina—Lumsden—Lake 

Goverimentin thei House-of Commons 205. cose. edie. ccuneteng es Cente pcs M ere Saskatchewan ............ CPC 
2 TPE NP re eo ease Sor AS clerin Ti aa arid dda Nanaimo—Alberni.............. British Columbia ........ CPC 
PC SUN WOME LAW TORGE Mace? nosis So owls’ eut nari das ee does CAC AN ANR ARE: MA ners Prince Edward Island... Lib. 
MacKay, Hon. Peter, Minister of National Defence .................. CENTAINOVA ERP ARPREERE NOVA SCOTIA EEE CRE 
MRC GAS DEMO SR nant salt test Re OO RE A ene Ontario, oo PME CPC 
OR aires over PS ee RR Brossard La Prairie"... QHÉDEC Matte suite os pres NDP 
Bre SRO LEM Y AVIIC tem mre Re aN Ue me Me OT te et Hamilton East—Stoney Creek. Ontario .............:...3. NDP 
ETT aa RS That SE Sais, ny pe laa CES SRE SA a a Wintipes Cention tes eee Manoa nr NDP 
INIASS OMAN einem a enon a oN ra ra wee SAT «Baas Re ne Sn DONS Te Bat VIRUS ONE SD EEE RE En Ontanioe sae mck ea NDP 
PE AUAVCSCHMAICNC hs a SE EN sich coca lei ES London—Fanshawe.............- Ontario RME ce eas NDP 
Bee eR AADC A ras iain ale Go et aa mme un een pee cork tio Saanich—Gulf Islands "702 BrUSRCONMOIA Pre GP 
MES CLO IVT ns Re PR Een e Okanagan—Shuswap ........... British Columbia ........ CRE 
MICCALUMSEOR SION ER encore me Markham—Unionville.......... ONATO RE ne Lib. 
MICOOIEMANE PIERRE RSR St EE NE nan Pea is nN Sete Brant ooo oc. MA Se Ontario were oe CPE 
AILEY B AN 0e BRU ARRETE RSR ae ER eos de item ea eT eet alate Ottawa Sours es. (i ee dees Onto re Bee Lib. 
Le CURE AS a Ci lel 0 1 PO RAR ns RER ae rte Scarborough—Guildwood...... CO RS AU fons st Lib. 
McLeod, Cathy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Kamloops—Thompson— 

MONT en oo re Se Me coeds He EE ECHO PR eee CANDOO TER PIERRE ns ea British Columbia ........ CPC 
MICRO DaRTS CC OStAS enter ANR en murn, $315 tn 0 NE Re Richmond EHESS er Ontario. rar ouf CPE 
Menzies, Hon. Ted, Minister of State: (Finance) 22 MAaCIeodé ee Re ER Au Elan Alberta ss rasta EPC 
Mermitield sone Roby ere En cote whe s cane ASSES deed Na eee Yellowhead ess ER en ATDETIAE AU ARI, LE CPC 
Dichaudt Élaihers 0 DSPACE ten eA AIN nn Portneuf —Jacques-Cartier Québeo oe as eee NDP 
DANCE Wcarry (ene es en are C'ORRERNURS SA ea à Se PR gees anette Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound... Ontario ................... CPE 
NIOOTE.< CNTISINO RL EE ER i PA ea A AURAS Eee den eRe! RAR Abitibi—-Témiscamingue ....... Quebec cca TE UM NDP 


: Province of Political 
Name of Member | Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
Moore, Hon. James, Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Port Moody—Westwood—Port 

Lavi Sua Ges, os nih rake estan Meet wale acti al ayia yee ae OCU A ie cen cisete vomierytact: British Columbia ........ CPC 
Moore Hot ROD! eee OMR ork avs ocala ven ne eee ame Bundy. Royal x. 2. SL ne New Brunswick.......... CPE 
Monns Dany tise bss nee Ut EC eat-in ae Chicoutimi—Le Fjord ............ Québec. 2.272008 NDP 
Mon ISA DE NE nn on Re da ae Notre-Dame-de-Grace— 

ACIDE etree cir er Se QuÉDEC: 25. RE NDP 
Morin, Marc-Andre SES RES. ee cone RER ee nee Laurentides—Labelle ........... QuÉDEC ER NDP 
Morin, Marie-Claude se nee oo ake ER CE OPEN "tree Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot........ Québec. sec ee ee NDP 
Moutrani® Maria vata te sr ties One ee ER RE AE AA Nene EE PATUMISIC Screen een ne Québéen ieee ese BQ 
Mulcairs Hhomasd tice rere) AR Re cad a Nee NE pane ees Outremontepers eee eee QUÉDEC PAPER ene NDP 
Mary JON CE espere sel Gane CRIE etes ta A a2 Vancouver Quadra .............. British Columbia ........ Lib. 
Nantel Pierre, ARS DEMO. FRS wh Ua ore em rd aber te commer ay 2 Longueuil—Pierre-Boucher .... Québec... NDP 
NASH APOC ON ee ce gue) cet RE th wk RAT FA urs eee Parkdale—High Park ........... OMANO «555,554: ee coe bere 5 NDP 
Nicholls elanie:. 54s SRE NE SR CLS LÉ weet reenter: nee Semin Vaudreuil-Soulanges ............ Québec Mrs NDP 
Nicholson, Hon. Rob, Minister of Justice and Attorney General of 

Canada Aa. fon, ee RE Re en RU en uen Oy na Niigarsaluss re CHAOS MERS CPC 
INGHOCKIURACK "CRE ES SEA SR a A DR ese Northumberland—Quinte West Ontario ................... CRE 
INunezaMielosJOSGr rae peak cee an cok maser meen manta trae Se neers aval Meo Sree meee os te tee ye Québecstinnt Mee) 62e NDP 
O'Connor, Hon. Gordon, Minister of State and Chief Government 

NID Mn: tel Retr ee donne ae ts onion Re et nce a Net arly Cesena Carleton—Mississippi Mills. (Ontario 4008070000 Cre 
OI Nem Gordons UNE ies ein Geet te ss Moye taer, or ect tin ancien Miramichi, 2 tan. aah ets New Brunswick.......  VOPE 
Obhrai, Deepak, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign 

PANNE A AC ET RE CE nm CAAT base Se ire AIDÉS SN CRE 
Oda, Hon. Bev, Minister of International Cooperation ............... Durkan AT Near co ere Ont Ta Tee CPE 
OliversHons Joe Ministeno Natura liReSOUTCES PP Eglinton—Lawrence............ Ontario mener eae CRE 
LAS us ere OT PRAHA A ETM TCE Ee ear NE CELA Ne Étbhicoke Centers On occ ah ee CPC 
RacettiiMassitni Orn. nena cate oer ne Cina n Enel eames Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel .. Québec ................... Lib. 
Papillon, ‘Annickie Mes. Solis 44 Mee Whereas Al Ro. UCDECH rere Serene ne en eae 2 QUEDEC sare a eee NDP 
Paradis, Hon. Christian, Minister of Industry and Minister of State ; 

GASTICNUTÉ) osc Fe ae Meee Re erty aaa QU ee es Mégantic—L'Erable............. Quebec. 7s. 0e Cre 
LE ARR AO fray a en Be Red he GH La ee Jonquiére—Alma ............... Québec annees NDP 
ay Ba AN an AU CAT NT ÉTAT ee ene Nan Medicine Hat ane nine BBO eat Cre 
PÉCIL Eve maga ek eos eetac UMR Re TR on NEC) La Pointe-de-I'fle................ Québec ........ Reed NDP 
Penashue, Hon. Peter, Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs and Newfoundland and 

President of the Queen's Privy Council for Canada ................ Labo AMEN ADO Cs Aree CPE 
RerrenilieNlanon eee een rere ee ce me Eee IMontcalnne.: tance ee Oucbec sea eee NDP 
RAL OHERE FAN COLSts Stee ete tome NA APRES A Te eM Se RORMON elt Tee Pavallesilés im e Québécrr rien NDP 
Plamondony Louis: SOUMIS HONG... re enr Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet— 

IS CCAD COM Tec. ER Re as et QuÉbeC.. chon TRE NE BQ 
Poilievre, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 

Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the Federal 

Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario ............. Nepean—Carleton .............. CAMION Ses et ee tee CRE 
PRESTR Cir re aR Be atti aR era tg es ct i ce ne cea Elgin—Middlesex—London ... Ontario ................... CPC 
Quack Aan Ni RULES ok af done, 2 ET ER AT ee Beauharnois—Salaberry ........ COneDEG RS ci. Rae NDP 
Rae. HONEB Oberst caine PR ane ee ee AN + oronto: Center OM (aH Occ ve Lib. 
Rotiety obtain (a Aie ddr pitt ie ely Re Bes oot Thunder Bay—Rainy River: Ontario: .. «22.42.68, - bes? NDP 
Raitt Hone lisay Ministemon about so ee ae eee ÉTAT ON eee ek EL EnE à Ontario Me eae we CRC 
Regatta Rares’, ses. COR een RM PR RE ne ets de Edmonton—Leduc.....:........ ABCA 5527 ta Cre 
Rathgeberr Brent. Hi axe rien. code eee he ane: Edmonton—St. Albert.......... PlOGrta wares sc ieee cers! CRC 
RAM AMAINIOU Jo oat exacts hs EN ie re Le Pontiac 40 oh Ae Sn. Québec TM cccc essa NDP 


ReyuaultPrancine sut cones eat eee aera JoHetio re ARE: hess CHENC Ora sa si rds mate NDP 


Province of Political 
Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
evans HOR COTE ENS A pe AIS soa MELT Ds caen ae MAX West is ie oie at At 0 Nova Scofa......,.#.n\x Lib. 
OIL SCORE EE APTE the en A AA RAY kc pete SAME ge La Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox 
j and Addington. .)¢7ee.c tains. Ontario seep tote? ase CPE 
Rempel, Michelle, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of the 
| EEPEIATRO EE OST) A Ne ne a SR Ca Ae Calgary Centre-North........... AIDER EL pace. PERS CPC 
ARC MAT OS MB IAE ae nis Sec ssr rs ER A SR wept WIld'ROSE eh ARE seer ee ee AIDES TR A CPC 
ACTA SAME Cartes, OU PR ERMA Stee Ck sde nu came A ae Algaey: COUTURE TOR PN oe 21 ee te CPC 
Rickford, Greg, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, for the Canadian 
Northern Economic Development Agency and for the Federal 
Economic Development Initiative for Northern Ontario............ Kenora 1: eee ee ONE nn NES. CPE 
Ritz, Hon. Gerry, Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board............................. Battlefords—Lloydminster ..... Saskatchewan ............ CPE 
ROUSSEAU MÉAN EME eee te AN PERLE Cate te RM Mont alee Nts RE Compton—Stanstead ........... QUÉDÉC EEE See tas Aes. NDP 
DEVRA RE SR PRE cue EE EE PR ES Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik 
Pe HeyOU.dasacth scat NAN eons Chaebeo rier LE EMEA AL NDP 
SANCNU WAS Die cere eee PR OO EAU en HS BRS ARE fer Ra SUITE VMNOLthip era ssa see ee British Columbia ........ NDP 
Bavole Denise the Deputy Speaker Te laser iy sce ae MICO A aes hhc) bout anes AUS British Columbia ........ NDP 
Saxton, Andrew, Parliamentary Secretary to the President of the 
Treasury Board and for Western Economic Diversification ........ North) Vancouver." British Columbia ........ CPC 
END ei Re PLANO IG SE IC MIRE Ne PU des Gnas, nn ch Lac-Saint-Louis ................. OUueDeG reece reas Dame Lib. 
Scheer, Hon. Andrew, Speaker of the House of Commons.......... Regina—Qu'Appelle............ Saskatchewan ............ GPC 
BURCH DeISOle CIAly sare en AERARRE UC E ee AT mie oh Mace Perth—Wellington............... OMAN ae ssa sec soe ee CPC 
Br CCUACKIO IC VIC PSE ME att fc ede cts tral en en ce CREME Brampton West: Rare Ontano rer ere We CPE 
Ben DAC Enr NE eit eer LEARN RER Ar AS Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert..... QUÉDEC AMAR NDP 
POLO: IONAMIN RSS RER PT Lee RME QE" NOIR West Rens ae Ontanoweeeeneee esters Lib. 
Shea, Hon. Gail, Minister of National Revenue ...................... PSMOnUE eta dante NL eT ee Prince Edward Island GRE 
IDC V PIDEN. Doha AE he Sharan ses Meter, oO NE Ia tre cto RE 2 Sen Lambton—Kent—Middlesex... Ontario ................... CPE 
By DSC RER ES RE RP A AU ARE VER Calgary Northeast, no AIBerta rece terete en: CPC 
SMAI COM ernie ne hare see ASSLT A deep ani es ue uDe Bonavista—Gander—Grand Newfoundland and 
Falls—Windsor.................. Labrador Lib. 
DM SID I OCINGCLA MEMO NE Cet RE DR en nee CNE Newton—North Delta .......... British Columbia ........ NDP 
DID ADAIC SAR RONA PANNE el. PARA Les hee ee hu RM er Ws Scarborough—Rouge River .... Ontario ................... NDP 
SH NON peek ene dla Neh nek EMA en ens de se DORE CARE Kildonan—St. Paul ............. Manitobapeme eae eee CPC 
SOOT K eMC ODOLG ER RENE ES ne en Are Re ee RE Vis s Sid fe Dauphin—Swan River — 
Marquette (203 20s Rene Mantobar rec, CRE 
SOMCMSOM MINCE HN. core nt LEE nee ie een ee LUTTE CTOMIOO EE Re NT AIDETATR ASTRA PE CRE 
UPAR ISO RLS Sole ie Aah rs NE ET ak) ERREUR er en Saint-Maurice—Champlain..... OUCH COUR eet ARR NDP 
Eran MoUCe The A CHA Speaker... 2, etne Simcoe: NOD sos SR ne Ontatio sa RARE PETER CPC 
Pera DR CRC CU le Neat te Rola eects ee ow aia ihe De seeders reel Burnaby—Douglas.............. British Columbia ........ NDP 
SlOnleha beter weiter an crew ule mre Manned See ten Pale ky ais baile Alar Sackville—Eastern Shore ...... NOVAISCOGREER RE er ae NDP 
SOUS CL AB TA ES eet ere stir ta iar RCA IA nk lO Westlock—St. Paul ............. AIDANT EE TL CPC 
SERA nN EC OS AS RER ere RO AE AT MT es ER Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon... British Columbia ........ CPC 
SUV AR ANR ER Re OR A Aros oe Rae York South—Weston .......:... OMAN ONE RE NDP 
SHÉSLAIBEN EAN RE A AR eye. ok Re Ancaster—Dundas— 
Flamborough—Westdale ....... ONTAIIO pion sucess AU CRC 
PTDL METION oe ire sic. sane ERP RENE PRE pao AS SUD INA scr seam deur eae CHAOS AR NDP 
1 TRUSTS B29 TE PERS PRE er RR PROPRES RReER Dufferin—Caledon.............. Onanoe es tee CPC 
DOC il ANTENCE PRE Err a tan Tes pia Se na A tue Elmwood—tTranscona .......... Manitoba ka pee CRG 
HOSWS ONS 1Ca MIMS te ONPUDIICIS ATV EP PE EEE PrOVENCRE AL RNA ARE MAMIODA ere. CRE 
SOEUR MMS PRE. tne. Wasnt NL AL MER RARE 8 Gaspésie—Îles-de-la-Madeleine Québec ................... NDP 


10 


Province of Political 

Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
TremblaysJonathan, Atlas the MA SR CRE Montmorency—Charlevoix— 

Hlaute-Cote-=Nord 27 2 2 Québec eme Care NDP 
TiO Sts BEM Eee eRe RE tue. 0e RUES Saskatoon—Humboldt.......... Saskatchewan ............ CPE 
TrotieraBeEnArd ie SP TR erase er ant Etobicoke—Lakeshore.......... Ontario es CRE 
RUC AES A Fee he A RCD M RER an metre marc Papin au ee eon vee le aa es QUÉDEC Aarne cee eee Lib. 
Truppe, Susan, Parliamentary Secretary for Status of Women....... London North Centre........... COPEAEIO! 458584 Resa CPC 
TUTMEL NY COR meets a, te ate een ate Deere tare Rae Hull—Aylmer ................... Ouebeen sete eee NDP 
EWES, Mer seer itso As Sehr ER ER Sot RRS NP ED, Pee Brandon—Souris................ Manttobayee cae. eee CPE 
Uppal, Hon. Tim, Minister of State (Democratic Reform) ........... Edmonton—Sherwood Park.... Alberta ................... CRC 
Valcourt, Hon. Bernard, Minister of State (Atlantic Canada 

Opportunities Agency) (La Francophonie) .......................... Madawaska—Restigouche ..... New Brunswick.......... CPC 
Valeñioté Frank 62: ..ccksgmagltc Ra. foie 2 a Guelph Mother. L Ontario (36-4235 e ste Lib. 
Wantikesterens Dave er ne ARE LS NE En ae Chatham-Kent—Essex.......... Ontano’. “iene EE GPC 
Van Loan, Hon. Peter, Leader of the Government in the House of 

GOMOD Si. ENS re PR Sr ne PAU NOR SIMICOGS:. RIRES ONHO TA RC Re CPE 
Vellacote? Maurice). RAA APCE SR LT ECS RICA ART ee Saskatoon—Wanuskewin....... SasRatCheWaAN ee sees CPC 
Wallace: Mike: RS a, tenon Sine Bas aie oe te ae age Burlington nr LE ee QOntario.3 ets CPC 
Warawar Marks CORRE ec Are te ant eut st Langley: eb hic 26 tt et vers British Columbia ........ CPE 
Warkentinif Chris ne Re le an OT Et ane 38 PEACCIRIVER ER MAR AIDéTta ane ue Ce CPC 
Watsons Jeti RER ER RE Re Len Le RN Ke are RER) CA PEU cry tee ee AT es ae coe ONtATO SAME ES CPE 
WÉSTON: TON Te PE EL AC ee IN LAS er PRR West Vancouver—Sunshine 

Coast—Sea to Sky Country... British Columbia ........ CEE 
WestonRodney ARR URL meet at Ao ts Nicci Saath Sete JOR he sore he ly ere New Brunswick.......... CRE 
Salk sav Pre RO at nS ERIE al A a ee ee ar nue à Kootenay—Columbia........... British Columbia ........ CPC 
WillamsontTonn 2e PC RSR RAM A RTE Re LATE New Brunswick Southwest..... New Brunswick.......... CPC 
Wong, Hon. Alice, Minister of State (Seniors) ..:.........:........ RICHMONG eke SR EE British Columbia ........ CPE 
Woodwordne Stephen" Ja Rte tec SRR he ona Kitchener Centre er ees Ointanid: Een ee CRC 
Yelich, Hon. Lynne, Minister of State (Western Economic Diversi- 

Moation sc. Steel, Minis day Lora LE RE oleae A Sates ISIACKSITAD NES Saskatchewan ............ Cre 
Youre Terence oi RS RÉEL ARS APTE seit ae 1 Oakville cae hee een WALANG Sie ES 
YOUN RS QV ate 05. et PME oltre Rae alah 2 at WanCOuver SOULE EP hehe. British Columbia ........ CPE 
AIMER OD SN ites), LE Le Me Gea ents EDR Sat Ar ET Ve Prince George—Peace River... British Columbia ........ CPC 
VAC AN GY 9.0, en RER ET NN SR aoe AA Toronto—Danforth.............. ONATIO ihe Enr ee 


N.B.: Under Political Affiliation: Lib. - Liberal; CPC - Conservative; BQ - Bloc Quebecois; NDP - New Democratic Party; GP 
- Green Party; Ind. - Independent 


ALPHABETICAL LIST OF MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF COMMONS BY PROVINCE 


First Session—Forty-first Parliament 


Name of Member Constituency 


ALBERTA (28) 


Ablonczy, Hon. Diane, Minister of State of Foreign Affairs (Americas and Consular 


RAS D rene nd Re ive rete ea Dot Me ca à a Lila Lie eS AREER Te Re te Cala Nose’ PTE SRE | 
Ambrose, Hon. Rona, Minister of Public Works and Government Services and 

NinisterMor totais! OR Women: PME RSR AA RDA don SERIES à Edmonton—Spruce Grove ................ 
RIFOOTS: ARO Re MOAN S SONI Nt DENIS PANES MM se ANNs AA RA eNO che Mba Galgaryy Wests) master cette te 
ES Age OT tie ee eine CE AE SH ates RAD ER RER PURE RE A Vegreville—Wainwright ................... 
CalkinsmBlainG see OO RER PAT RAR ca Lie, MENS METERS, ner Welaskiwin 1, CRU a oes, MARRANT SE 
DrceshenaEarere cc ore tree ee ea ee NEE, tne DEAR ae Bet, HEAT hed REG CCE SHES A oe PRIN GT: RQ) 
DCAM MING ARE as ee rates ete eee ont ee Oe een ats wiper Md TUN ah Ce ioc te Edmonton—Strathcona .................... 
NOTE STIICE, | Mig tel Eh In ira ibs LAS el aS A tart A AUR Yat RR aE LAE ATMO 8 Edo NOESIS RNA cies 
Bearer ene Flot StEDhEN Tune MINOR Rte OS Calgary SOumwest ere TL 00 ode ee 
RL SHON MEAUTIONT Wereteicr fi). irae Me etal oo Phebe sh etter st pits, Edmonton Contre CREME. 02 
RE ed Det Gr SR ek Mi UPS PET RE aR PP A OP DÉHPRIGUE EMA EN Lee TN REA 
COTA STATES ile 0. EE APN RE TE D MERE SR TDR PRE ON ON ce Fort McMurray—Athabasca .............. 
Kenney, Hon. Jason, Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism .... Calgary Southeast.......................... 
Lake, Mike, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Industry ...................... Edmonton—Mill Woods—Beaumont .... 
IMTEN ZI SON Me NTSC RO MS LACT(RINANCE) PEER Macleod AE ST ET RONA NE re ra 
MIT MAO AR ODie ent OR Re RE nee 2 RON DL PA CL ol NS NA Yellowneaditees sa RER RE RATER 
Obhrai, Deepak, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign Affairs ......... Cale anye Bastia css punta ute nsh R er 
Fey CS RCI AE Re hee onsets EN A icc allah 2m pico Pipe eae a Medicine Hat res PAR abwen On a2 00 
RO ER ES Re GS catia Jorge sa Nee dde Edmonton=-Leduce me... 
SALI CDCEMESTONE Rs Neue. Re A ME tn cure voussscleor Edmonton-—St. Albert... 
Rempel, Michelle, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of the Environment ..... Calgary’ Gentre-North 12) sass sore ere pees 
RU GHATS ES ARE PER Er CSE ER ALAN Cu oUe Ne EE WW AEH ovo NY Mallia sa Rah na Se Wild ROSE serene ee Ses aahnay 
BACHE US OI CC PP Moan eens ers Sor nei RET za tea ae Ne CPLR NAO A Sao Le RS Calgary Centiews: stil RES dar eee 
Ely Deva MIC hr ee nee ae eee cr tae Re URSS ae SRN RASE RS PEN En ew de CalsanvsNorheaste-csesck eee ears 
DSOLCHSOM INC VAL Pena eRe. CN tines ac LT eae ner te oon ne Ma A en ois CTOWIOO ARRETE PAR eRe canteens. 
SLOISCLA MIT AN ER ne et eee NO De AN nn yO eee ol rs RM WESTIOCK ES TARA RENE 
ippal, Hon. Tim, Minister of State (Democratic Reform)... end ee Edmonton—Sherwood Park............... 
NWVATRETIU LC DIS RER A TN A ep cia A SA Tite le EU He wa STR PÉACC RIVE ET UT PRE nie 


BRITISH COLUMBIA (36) 


BABA LDN RS kw eis cise iak nae ete eA Mee AAR ee ce NPA NT atiers Okanagan—Coquihalla .................... 
AAMANCNKO MA ER EE PR AN PR HG DA TM PR ED EL me Ce British Columbia Southern Interior....... 
LR RS nn ais sn os see OS wine es Reena jose NU Kelowna—Lake Country .................. 
CON Sie ST ROS Re Se RRR Sergi ais nt SR PE en rc a de Ph dear LE ee Nanaimo—Cowichan ..:..................- 
MB ier AN ATNAN ce eres AE RE vt AA rnd ae eta A REN TER ieee tay an à à Skeena—Bulkley Valley................... 
TS DO RG ANGE SR Rs ne ONO Oe pn ant IO Oe Vancouver Kingsway... a vate copie 22e 
Davies, TR STE LEE el RER MY LEP oS a Re RAR RAR SE TEU VE GSE oe EAN ARS nl 
DS) Lg BN ORR AH be ek RP NO APR. NE Ae AE ees ae Ret pO EMA MANE AM ahd New Westminster—Coquitlam ............ 
Duncan, Hon. John, Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development ..... Vancouver Island North ................... 
Fast, Hon. Ed, Minister of International Trade and Minister for the Asia-Pacific 

GEC RE, Ra Belle ole D MAO RE a ap UB AT ANB ohne lb SA a ates PA 6 SRS PABDOLSTORGS herr tok a San 7 presses PP 


Findlay, Kerry-Lynne D., Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice ......... Delta—Richmond East .................... 
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Political 

Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
Bryn on, Hd Se ll od or ee ee Vancouver Centre 2e ces Lib. 
Garrisonmianidalll Aegon ete: psec, vd hs RUE oe antes coe ale sis elegant mace eee Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca ................. NDP 
GTEN al MINIMA 2 Ses SERRE PL ae LE te AN PRIE NN Tene 2 CEE LATE be eee UNE E ETT eee oa en Fleetwood—Port Kells .................... CPE 
iarrisy RICA PERS bean CR Te Re ete eG Re ue me Cariboo—Prince George .................. CPC 
EDGE RUSSE LCA oe Oe CA Leh ARR Swabs Ror ete RE Me es Laat VER PM ee Re nu South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale CPC 
MAMAN: PEN, PORTEURS CRE RU Secon RP ESS a RTL Burnaby—New Westminster .............. NDP 
Kamp, Randy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans and 

FomdheAsta-Pacitic Gateway NT LR roe sta de aig sansa a eae hae Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission.. CPC 
Tuite yi ati es: Me. lees A re She Ree IMR os wr ci ge AE co Nanaimo—A berms. 6. use het CPC 
MayAiRlizabeth eran), Auger RS mR ak BOR IE Le scare en o's tel de Saanich—Gulf Islands ..................... GP 
Mayes) COIN. SP TRIER en ANE ints oN M ann Okanagan—Shuswap ........:..........:.. CPC 
McLeod, Cathy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Revenue....... Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo......... CPC 
Moore, Hon. James, Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Languages ......:.. Port Moody—Westwood—Port 

Coquitlatn "003250; Re dior sot eee CPC 

IMUETAVOVCe TA TR Tons eee te Bont ater tee een eee RT ee Vancouver Quadra ro. ae Lib. 
SAMI ASP PRE A det cate ane cate MEN ate bec Sih cone Nee ee Me Sairey NON Bae hee ese ee NDP 
Savoie. Dense, [hewWeputyeSpeaker es ee en AL A Tee, VICIONA AE fs PARTS RS TRAINERS NDP 
Saxton, Andrew, Parliamentary Secretary to the President of the Treasury Board and 

forsWesterm-Hoonomic DiversilicatOny ACTA D ee ni ee RIRE RE on North VANCOUVER re CRE 
Sen JOCUMIELS PS RE en a bu Men va ale MOG een cas Newton—North Delta ..................... NDP 
SOA RETENU need Ages Sets cu tikk ee dame er soins ee ee ec EE Burn Ve OUSIAS NS ER ee NDP 
PA A INGER oy oor TRE ei NRA A AA SRE te ee ee ee ee Chilliwack— Fraser CANYON ENS cats tee CPE 
Walawar TE GR PES DÉPART RP RE LS SR Lg a toa UN ARR LOS PU LR PACE ANA 1 ES AS CP AP LE CPC 
WESUOE TORRES Sons by ET SoS Se SG iba cute Po aah ne en es eur e di 0e en a Dremel cael West Vancouver —Sunshine Coast—Sea 

LOS KV COURIES MR ANR EM codes ie CPC 

Walks: D AVI CEE Re ah tas A Re Meee er A RL Ce ANNE EATER Kootenay—Columbia....................5: GPE 
Wong; HonAlicesMunistersof Staten(Seniors) PER EP nw. not ean eee nla Richmond! * - stata TER ar Bee eee en cee GRE 
Noung, DNA tania shrek etna cre EP POP CPR ee Se Ae CPL EAN van à Vancouver South cn scans eee CPE 
ZONE OD reese ee, Ieee Aa PTE MORE ee VAR Re NESE EEE TRE PO ee Prince George—Peace River .............. CRE 
MANITOBA (14) 
PRS, INARI ots ce asic RAR PA À ions Peal AR SN we ta eRe EE MED Churchill. cscsccs a ease TE NDP 
Bateman LIOVES on pst cd ces ne de Nest cae tue dir an Lan Gales ae a ak Net TUE eae Winnipes South Cente TR NES CPU 
BEZAN ames EE arene ees ele cores Severe ST ee eat Oia eg eon ce era ree NE ein Selkirk——Interlake<.%. esses eae ee CPC 
Erin Pe ROME RES AT eaten orate Soren TEE en CODE tee ne eae Winnipes Sout... cs... nae oer CPC 
Fletcher, Hon. Steven; Minister of State (Transport).:.....:....:..... 2... Charleswood—St. James—Assiniboia.... CPC 
Glover, Shelly, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance ................... Saint BOmisces, i.e: 2 asceaak ee ees CPC 
Hoeppner, Candice, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public Safety........ Portage Distar En ire ea CPC 
L'AMOUR Nevin cits D asn eee ates See cae PI Re AA PR ES ‘Winnipeg NOTAMMENT PR RAT Lib. 
MATIN APATE SRE RAM SAT RE RE oe rane See PT SRY TA AIS SRE ER EE HON Winnipeg Centre enr RES NDP 
NS RU Sy eee D PRO Perte de rte OP AE RE aos Renn ser aan, Kildonan=Str Paule Sir eee CPC 
SODRCÉSR ODO TE ee Renee cine RE een ee ee A es Dauphin—Swan River—Marquette....... CPE 
FOR LME PE Ne eee A A TE NS Cee een SOLS are Elmwood-—-Transcona ..:.:.....:.....::2. CPE 
Toews: Hone Views Minster or Public SALÉES RON En EE PROVENCHEESESAE RTA S tes Re CPC 
pe Ce SRE A Meee mee AU gente serra pares Pere te Meee en Tr PE Brandorn=S0uris hs na eae CPE 


NEW BRUNSWICK (10) 


Alien NURe;. 2 PSS TOR pee ie Seal lee ie ers ater Tobique—Mactaquac ...................... Cre 


Ashfield, Hon. Keith, Minister of Fisheries and Oceans and Minister for the Atlantic 
Gatenayers Coa eat. AIRY RUE Le dre vien Tab Coe haan sun ann mer LES ETOdeRC ON EE EEE cee Aero CPE 
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Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
(COLO TN AO) Cy ot AE Re Ce ced cide cote NT Ne RU A en a Re Acadie. Be athurstya ss ee reine NDP 
Goguen, Robert, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice................... Moncton—Riverview—Dieppe ........... CRC 

PSE AN Re RE a OI oink 8. RRR RE rer MARTON Be csi ncesnsnach aul chaincistirennin uapebiern dasa TICAUSC)OUII is ee tae wa nse estan sane Lib. 

RV SOIL EE ACTIN NOD) Sees cet Per MU en: pA OS PURI a acai esd ik an pais Dan ain se RAR ON AR unes CRC 
INCLUS a Myc tk siete oc SEO Mr AL LU Ch bail tt Nr, ere aa. ten PA Se CPE 
Valcourt, Hon. Bernard, Minister of State (Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency) 

(Arno) AA SA NE im alone, OS nn A Ue Madawaska—Restigouche................. CRE 

OVER D ROUE Vales. Er Ste OH INEM Gand OMe ccna Eos» wb ee Maui ee aoe eis SaMtMODN heer SES RER ee mawaels CPE 
Williamson tonnes mena anni ARE Re ee Om VNR. ne ld crue New Brunswick Southwest................ CPC 
NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR (7) 
PATICLEW. SHPO COLES RAT NE ne en de tn IANA: 8s ented ibe ais ne te ap AN ALOT Pree oat RTE a UN ait Lib. 
diode Lu AC Se PAPA EE SUNN ot oN EY lt oo den sd ANUS Shand Ty Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte ......... Lib. 
CAE Et AS MEME RENE RER MR ELLE 2. LU EAS asa RENTE RSS RE RER St. John's South—Mount Pearl ........... NDP 
MONCTON RS ee Ae Me es Sees rt ARS NO Random—Burin—St. George's ........... Lib. 
[BYPASS BIC RER PE ee PA A NRA AR Ut ACEI en ue ne eee Ste JOhnishBastemrcrei RER ARS NDP 
Penashue, Hon. Peter, Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs and President of the 

ADL CAISEHERIV Oe OuncIL or Canada en En mt Coeur ab rad ON ST RE RE ee MOREE CPC 
ST S CO M ET nr de 0 Sy MR ns ocre na dt Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls — 

NYAS OT ep ae cet ea Te nl os os Lib. 
NORTHWEST TERRITORIES (1) 
Bevinoton Dennis. ........…##+a4m ANR De ARE er Na AS WestemsATctios: Aer Mae cetilnens NDP 
NOVA SCOTIA (11) 
ESTE eR COLE ou PR LÉ EE ED AE RAGE EE ENICIUI SUR S Cumberland—Colchester— 

Musqnodoboit) Vallet mue CPE 
ESEISCHIA, FIO SCORE MANUEL Ne. 8. AAA OR at Se ek, Pt fra Kings Hans Us iia nats 3s. Lib. 
ChisholnmeRobertes TEE UE ee RTE ee a Te lak ve plan de Dartmouth—Cole Harbour ................ NDP 
CUZDELAR COURENT AR OR tre, cent ME isle atte Ar EME Sele ee aN Cape Breton—Canso Weak enr re Lib. 
BOSE NTI INVITER ES MEN a cia pe ae epee ae fi RAR RIRE 2 ey ca a OR Sydney Victoria A0 PRE, Lib. 
Keddy, Gerald, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of International Trade, for the 

Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway............... South Shore—St. Margaret's .............. PE 
ICE COMENT SE Annee de qe ARR DER RER CAE PA RÉ ER PE ENT ARS PE IWESTINOV asec EE ee nO Ne CLE 
WESIIO MINIC RADA A Sent e sarP eral A Rss he Oren dn sles MOORE RS et NA SOP Re roles ie Sapte era Halitanet ocr. Sarees RIRE ae NDP 
Mack ay“ Hon- Peter, Minister of National Defence! re RONA Centralc Novae see errs ern tee CPE 
GTS, 60e EEE PARENT PRE RENE 32 à LE NA ASE PSC TRE EE ONE € HAN WESTERN RER enr. RER Lib. 
SOC UP EE AL NE Re RER es eee Re cle MURR ens PoE eae META N EEN DR oe Re 23 Sackville—Eastern Shore.................. NDP 
NUNAVUT (1) 

Aglukkaq, Hon. Leona, Minister of Health and Minister of the Canadian Northern 

ECONOMIC DT ClODMÉNL A VENCY noc cor wince att vanish otitis comen ee rere atta ad: DURANT tetas tee er creme CPC 

ONTARIO (105) 
Adams, Eve, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Veterans Affairs ............ Mississauga—Brampton South............ CRC 
INCI WRG gy E CPR ACER Bene sah om See Arne an te ae einen Oe CUE Sera nt MONRACEN TER NE des Alera olny te archers CPC 
NGF Reve URL ET ET SE ea rd eR, nd MR ed SA EE Pe eS Ree Kitchener—Conestoga te CE eet ee CPC 
Alexander, Chris, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Defence...... Ajax Pick RER. es CEG 
PATIO IVI al Co INR RO te erin ater ne A ag Me den nn cee nie Welland ints RES RER Oba ean ie ede Se NDP 
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Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
ASONS ER: sehee en RE MR at da debout Niagara West—Glanbrook................. GPC 
Amblens Stella sh, o-jo5.c SSR! See Sas ia RE os races une EN MississaugatSouthir et eme CPC 
ANGUS, Chalet St ales re eae are Se LA Timmins—James Bay .................:... NDP 
Sinn, AGH che ext sale ont rater LT Peers ARE gS So eee Nipissing—Timiskaming .................. CPC 
Bairds Honaohn,, Minister of Foreign, Affairs OM oo. y eit ath annee Ottawa West—Nepean.................... CPC 
Bélangernkion. Maunl 15e cie 2.3 gaat oie wt on RO ER AMEN Een LES Ottawan> Vanier ite Rae nan. Lib. 
Bennett Hôn. Carchyanp eins AMAR PR Re ala tN eae nie re Stu. Paul S A OT RAR ee PRE Lib. 
BIG CCE ne An eee PPS RIRE teh AREA OR DIE Sf 4243 NER, Kitchener-=Waterlo0s 772 CPC 
Browne Gordons RME ee Oe ae RE ARE Sn TR nt FAB LAY ICS = Grenier ns) eee ee GPE 
Brown, Lois, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of International Cooperation . Newmarket—Aurora....................... CPC 
Brown Patrick: 522s. he PA Pr MR i ae OEE IRD DR LALOR ANCL OA AON OS ORR BATTRE Wie er Perm ack ead ds Roumbe nn HR pplstin daa tna, Ad GPC 
BU Brad Berne ee oe es NE ANNE. GAS tt ce ee Ngee Mississauga—Streetsville.................. CPC 
Calandra, Paul , Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Canadian Heritage ....…. Oak Ridges—Markham ................... CRE 
Carmi clgelh John... east Oe ee eA RECT EL rames Dot, Valley MESSE re goaanrecen 2d GPE 
Carrie, Colin, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Health ...................... DSTA WE ose alg wea clad atcha deat a toed ee CPE 
Cash,” ATEN eo rase ee RU eee ane arrete dd DAVENPOR ALL ee leet NDP 
Charlton CNTIS RE ne Un dde more te ae NN REG RY aes HamiltonMountainEe ere ere NDP 
CDISU Comelits tremens RE Re Pa de Sr ae ac eee gs a diss Pickering—Scarborough East ............. CPE 
Chong, Hons Michaela, PRE cae PAE Ae ashe CANOE RC ENE A Ar LE Wellington—Halton Hills ................. CPE 
Chow. Olivia EE PE etre CE NL A NP RARE LE CR PR hues ‘Trinity—-Spadinat SEE. RSR CRE NDP 
Christopherson avidin ti Re CE Rd Ne oo AO man Ne det Hamilton CANCER een NDP 
Clement, Hon. Tony, President of the Treasury Board and Minister for the Federal 

Economic Development Initiative for Northern Ontario .............................. Parry Sound—Muskoka .................+- CPE 
(COMA OC ARE RER Rann cris ea etn as AE à Aer Ser Eee rote Ut et ee Windsor—Tecumseh...... NDP 
DANCL TOC RTS RE RS Te PE SE CRE A eee RS EAN EAU Sree Don-Valley Fast 2"; Me CPE 
Davidson PATIO Re EST Re ER TP aie ener eels ae, Large og Sarmia——_lLambton 2). .-.,.seeee eee eee CRE 
Dechert, Bob, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign Affairs ............ Mississauga—Erindale..................... CPE 
Del Mastro, Dean, Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister and to the Minister 

of Intergavermmicntal Atratis den ht AN A SR nee chere oad maa UE PEtETOOLOU RE icc. ar ee GPC 
Devolin, Barry, The Acting Speakers a ent acta Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes—Brock.... CPC 
DC WAT. PAR TR Eee Mek Acie ene ers ARR CRT SA ew AR aia A OR tet Se Ottawas@emntre. Bwana eee de re NDP 
Duncan Tairsty ETIENNE EE Men fe A se ada Sa a ae Sa ees Etobicoke, North 2 Lib. 
Dykstra, Rick, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Citizenship and 

Immigration ..... ES D AT RE à O0 LA EEE eae PU a cod cate Sit Cathamnes er ne nn CEE 
Fantino, Hon. Julian, Associate Minister of National Defence ..…....................... IWaue han Migs a ease aed GEC 
Finley, Hon. Diane, Minister of Human Resources and Skills Development ......... Haldimand—Norfolk .................:.... CRC 
Flaherty Fon. Jin Minister of EFmance Arme at Lens nest Whitby=—Oshawa........…...... sr CEC 
Galipéae Royal: . Yr soe Masse het ie eae Ne PR IN is wid Soe Ottawa Orléans nn wena dowannawencs CRC 
Con ety lens EE sok suisse Fuge ere Game men ted acer Rilo Un Ulam AE Years Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke ......... CPC 
TR SE ec ie an rod ee area aad ER meinen ia Brampton—Springdale .................... CPC 
Goodyear, Hon. Gary, Minister of State (Science and Technology) (Federal Economic 

Develonment Agency for Southern Ontario) 22) ere. 4. CAM DIGS Cis td bin ett CPU 
(isa a Otel, NNISER OF SRE (SPORE nee mane Geena emia ea Bramalea—Gore—Malton................. CPC 
GravellesClande Se ER RAT Te rea ee ee etree Nickel Bel Re re eee NDP 
Hair Dan TR SR ds iter pn RS NUMER da a Scarborough Southwest.................... NDP 
PLAY OS ES PV AIL ROOMS sah Li LE An En AT CE ARE ER CO DAUIE Sle MATOS ere eee CPE 
FOIE Ed SR CEE 2e Nhs MES ee té RL ee Londons WeSt as. RE eeerer Saas CPE 
EL CC BR she archos nate se Pd BRA Cote dina ps Seve Weare eae SHR oe a aa tas can ct aioe at Kingston and the Islands .................. Lib. 
EUROS CHOSES en el nnd A RAN TPAD Desi Ne et UN PE Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing ..... NDP 
Hiver MICS scene haat ovens Re eae ako ct es Sommer ct de a CS Re Re deat reas D OUR Thunder Bay—Superior North............ NDP 


EAN TEL TR ET era sos = Sane Nieman ie ree LOU Ai te ate meee SIE CHAINES AIS EA CSO re Ree NDP 
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DAMESMR op ANNONCE PET none ESC nt ae Searhoroush CCE eee Li CRE 
Scar AIDEN PEN IN, UTI 52) RE rt IMME an. an Uotiadinddsemels bees Scarborough—Agincourt ..….............,.. Lib. 
ROMAN NAN La Re TR a MORE BeEacheS = EaS VOA ! NDP 
Kent, Hon. Peter, Minister of the Environment ......... ER TRANS SEI RY A LE horas eel acu uae ee UE CPC 
rampe Dillon ee hice ne Sinem Re Mable ete ae cs Prince Edward—Hastings ................. CPE 
LAN EE EN ER à snort APT ARE PRINT IPS SRE ARE EU es COQUE PCT CEA RE ered Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry ... CPC 
Leitch, Kellie, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Develepment.and to the. Minister of Labour:#.:..2.22:2121/4 80422 s2sreriaalii ss. SCO TOY 255 Wetease att ee se ise d tar CPC 
Lemieux, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Agriculture ............. Glengarry—Prescott—Russell............. CBC 
Leung, Chungsen, Parliamentary Secretary for Multiculturalism ...................... Willowdale tienes. ccc PARLE ARE PE ec ra CPE 
MOT AVS RAM cent arte le ee nd ns sata di sbicsetett<dtaes Mississauga East—Cooksville ............ CPE 
LGV ale IB COTE RC en Cees Ie Pr Rr ICR EGON ERs eh A et Rick et pe Huron BillCemnte s\n eae ere eee Gxe 
MUC DAV ae nt ees acer ree Mites MT eet LE os PE LS DE Per OXTON EEE RE ee ee re CP 
RSS Te re nd ce ne nt an carer dec M eut M ects hated ore MO MS CE Hamilton East—Stoney Creek ............ NDP 
NTASSE RP HA son an ia EM ANA CRAN EEE ee AA QU PRE AR EE Re TR RE AAA MINASOTEMN ES RE PR EEE AO ANA NDP 
Sr Rene CES ee RE pe TR rt A PR London-=Fanshawe.:2 240 cer ant NDP 
NC CA UM EI ONETO NN MEN TE Ne ta ve Markham—Unionville ..................... Lib. 
MCCO IE MAN PATES Ne LR nL OMI Cer Le A OR A A AE AR TARN BEA MAR AA RP Ne ARE Ar OR GPG 
RE DNA LR TNT RME SRE S PR RE SE as Outs ce Rs ON RE CCE RE EEE ea sore OA a SOUP HA, els, cords crane ania R AE Lib. 
RTE PDA Neen near 2 dae ele ots A sila Ne Does Me este otal Eu aly Dee NUL Scarborough—Guildwood ................. Lib. 
LARMES TER SORA RE ARR EN RE AE dE AE PS UE otis Richmond! AH AS EUR SIA CPE 
a TCR ALI er Ae RO PA Ra re SA Re A te waa Bruce Grey Owen. Sound..." CPE 
NESTS LEED TRUE DNS Poe PR ne meet en rs PR Re EN aR Parkdale—High Park ...................... NDP 
Nicholson, Hon. Rob, Minister of Justice and Attorney General of Canada.......... Wigs ara Balls patie. RAR ER sn2 sre CPC 
IN OLLOC ÉRIC RER RP ee ane ee ne ta een matte tists En es fart cia nel Mais LUI le Northumberland—Quinte West ........... CRE 
O'Connor, Hon. Gordon, Minister of State and Chief Government Whip............. Carleton—Mississippi Mills............... CRC 
Oda, Hon’ Bey. Minister of International Cooperation <.7.75..0.7.-..- 22.00... 0e oe Wuhan en ce ees ee AR CPE 
OlivershonsocwVMinistemole Natural Resources maaas ten rereie seenr ae ean eerr ie seaeeee Eglinton—Lawfence "7m" CRE 
«TRIAS EN A ba IS? NU aa eR a PAR ES ee A ARE OA RS Etobicoke) CONTES AS RP NE ere CPE. 
Poilievre, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure 
and Communities and for the Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern 
TT LELR Le ARTE WB Dir RPC ANR 17 LL OO RE an CR EE AL Nepéan- Carleton "#:2.. ee CPC 
EICSTET UR CS ie gin ete gOS GRRL POPS ESE TS AL 2 ERI es SUR Elgin—Middlesex—London .............. CPC 
RAC HONABODER SR NE RARE RN RR ROSS iP RO HOFON OL CEINLTE se eee eee Lib. 
BA TON Be HIRATA RS EME D oon Weumccsactaomatndnetes el Thunder Bay—Rainy River............... NDP 
RERO isa tT Vinister Ole aADOUL STE TR Eee CA PL ALtONM a veer Eu eae ee EE CPG 
ROIS COLE AOA RAEN MAO PE ARIANE He HIN SMTA SMe Tis Bal abated dre Sea eat Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and 
| ANGOIDS1OD) 72350504 MC eine CPC 
Rickford, Greg, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, for the Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency 
and for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern Ontario........ RÉNOR ccsmanseunen ce Race as tris Un CPC 
SONGS GRR TES ER RE anita cue Smetana. osteo et bE aa ate Perth Wellington Gis crises Lee CPE 
SES EURE TR ER RE Re 2 PR od Brampton West wise etc ER en CPC 
Beer EOI AV oe hoes toda ciaarstels esos vaile » gigsin Qs > mea Ra Rass ola RP A PTE OTK WEST miss einen caste: vat ve dae Lib. 
RENE RU Ra Are de SR NE eR eee PA eee te Lambton—Kent—Middlesex.............. CPE 
STISADATCS ATI MINATIIKA We AN Shires earls RU ioe RER ate kia an rte Scarborough—Rouge River ............... NDP 
énonaricentThe ACI Speaker. ir Rs te tues sen Seep en talrs dope PIDICOS MINGLED Wine ete A. CPE 
SUV AN AMIRO EE RER eel ae eh ET MER OS ANR PA AU AY OF Ks SOUth=— WeStONRE 2 ce sce sess. NDP 
ON DIARRA nee RER wx. tan AAS sls See ea dis Eee aes Ancaster—Dundas—F lamborough— 
ESA IG Er samen PAPER NCA hat (CHE 
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LTSONS DAVID RE RE et TR RO bee DutiennCalédonmemmmR CRE 
TrothiertBemard es Er SORT A cc Ua nh Etobicoke=Fakeshore "#0 CRE 
Truppe, Susan, Parliamentary Secretary for Status of Women ......................... London NOC nti fae set WER CPC 
Valertote PÉTAN RE RE Ne li De Guelph termi aes: 210 Lae Lib. 
Van: KesterenaDavese 0e eee ten Pe Ra lente Chatham-Kent—Essex ..................... GEE 
Van Loan, Hon. Peter, Leader of the Government in the House of Commons ....... NOT SUN COC aA eee Olea EE CPC 
Wallace) Mike trcnsatesii Rte AURA pbs eee eee ee PON eae seme Burlington. AN ALLUME ea. CPC 
Watsonumleth chiki re ety by Am DOTE SABES Eee ene RE NE ORALE Us ta a ee ESSEX artes eer ee ne (HUE 
Woodworm Slepnen ase ieer scree ne AE meer ere eI PE cae KiteheneriCentre MIRE eat ee CPC 
Woung,1Terence: aisles Mado fs el SORT ee oe, AA Citta lac bail nn Re CARTER RC a geet ce PP cane CPC 
WAGA NOW ius st! tina cle, DIPEABURRE etek, RUM an Meney emer à den say da tie’) anaes! Toronto—Danforth.......:................. 
~ PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND (4) 

CASEY PSSA Wee 8) Hor Fag sey EAU A Os eR AO AN ha Kaa ee whee Suu Et CHAMOTICIO WI cis theme ene tae Sane ohne Lib. 
Baster,! Hon Wa nee An Hem oth Sess RE nn AION oa hacks wows route neue NaIPE QUE an. cco: RNA Lt eee ene enon Lib. 
MacAtlaycHon.. Lawrence SE A ceed eins aan es entente SIGIR AN a4 Mees ee as Se A Net Rene Lib. 
Shea MAO GAL Muni stemotmNationallleventic RE a. nan. rer serrate rane eters BI OMmOn tierce ART cane eee CRE 
QUEBEC (75) 
ATIDIR RODCT ERE PRE Tee tener Oy x oem er Stan NORGE seer Ce Riri tee Se Seater are Vane eet ae TROISSRIVICFES cee es ene abet er nee NDP 
VaR aU cl snes fo ee meets at OL ate ane Me ETS cde ti a A CRE ty Uy HOMOTE=MICECICR a: SR ee etcan ne NDP 
BellavancewA NAree er cme er eer es Wer ai ened corte eects eT nn nS Richmond—Arthabaska ................... BQ 
BEM TON ne siesta Ni beth earn AN ie LA RP et ee Sie een sania Oc oa Jéanne-Le.Bér.... 10 NDP 
Bernier, Hon. Maxime, Minister of State (Small Business and Tourism) ............. BSC AUCE sees co vO de ees eee CPC 
EE A A D En pr POS Louis Helen tue Die NDP 
Blanchetienamomes USA TAN OR Re ER eel ee ane Pierretonds—Dollard vine, cas 02. NDP 
Blaney, Hoan, steven, Minister of Veterans Afar. cat RCE Lévis—Bellechasse occ... css sence ees CPC 
BOINI JE LANICOISG RES pees cae eet escort RE UE eee 2e cn Te CAEN Re NDP 
Dors HA FHAINE TS eet eter dr mak Ua ER ER A Pen eee a ae en Terrebonne—Blainville .................... NDP 
Boulerice Ale amare M Se ee ence ea ese RU cp Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie ............... NDP 
Boutih-SV£ét Maärioline tisse RE ee RM one ne HOchGla gis etes ee RTS NDP 
PrahME MAR TRUE NOR ET MU QU een Saints leanne vena RE ee NDP 
Brascenudiuth Blleti jac sarc ho sca ay cet ert ee eit RE dass ee Berthier —Maskinongé..….................. NDP 
Caro GUN. dt. eh A AMOR RARE TE Geshe dde de vee diate a Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les 

IBASGUCS 8. TR aa are ey oor NDP 
Chicome AS VIVANT 9) «Bret, bee deh nee tre oc int nee ho nn ream cs eka ave hades Chateauguay—Saint-Constant............. NDP 
CROQUER LILACS soils ee ne ARENA rir oven ha et PS Te EAN Sees aS Re ae ee NDP 
Coderre SOM MD SII eich UT RATE ES oN oes SAE SR EL POSER re BOUTASS AMEL WAR Oa Sea teed ERIM E Lib. 
CR CUMMING Ahaha LS sens ola NE ee de GAAS SO EERE en Cae ae a eee eee ee Beatipor-“Limonouis tn NDP 
RO NEL EL, PETC MOOI acc at aca a lO ac SP sca Nn Mount Royall c.2 225.566. PE ERE Re Lib. 
Dian RAR MATIC Aamir, tir, Rati veces Serena,» Noe Rata Aas nn, sxe dein Galan Be sive a reese Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles ...... NDP 
Dion, Hon, Stéphane, Saint-Laurent—Cartierville ................................. Saint-Laurent—Cartierville................ Lib. 
Dionne: babellew Pierre soak tikes’ case aera Okan, tee ewer te cele RM ea ae RIVA STE GUEINOLG Gan trae naan eee NDP 
Doresetebvrem ROSAN Cy rath as RER ARE i eae RE CE Ne PRET AIT POLAR Lee NDP 
TG. NA dass ee Ma El nf D a D Ne eee Chambly—Borduas ..................,..... NDP 
USSeAULR PIERRE LUC Re RE MEN ER LR Un ee EN Mien eT Sherbrooke pers RE a me EE NDP 
RON DOANE ANOONS RS TS A ee et Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Matane— 

MANDAT cir st) oan sr ahem ed BQ 


BTR ee 302 LM RU 2 CCI ARE MORAL Bes © arts A CT ae RS ER RAR ee Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel .......... NDP 
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CAMEALEMATC RC SM D CYR RARE EEE RE aed ek NE A Westmount—Ville-Marie .................. Lib. 
GénestARElÉAN Leo don NOR UNE Re DOS ARE MSP TENTE DOCS RE cat Se NDP 
COCO ONEGaml WIOMAURAN Ot ep. A RSS REC ne ce ent Re tente cet RS A es MAnICOUASAN ET NAN arr. à NDP 
CHSC CP tt 2 hs cee RL Maire otk cie a tee RS à Marce-Auréle-Fortin } 5... 20h. steed. 6 see. NDP 
Gourde, Jacques, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public Works and 

Government Services, for Official Languages and for the Economic Development . 

SPCR VOT Une IN COONS OL Quebe es ne. RC SMA. “Ga de nr. Lotbiniére—Chutes-de-la-Chaudiére...... CPC 
EE AT Ed ST 0th SRE OPENED RT NG ae PNAC SR RO Saint Lambert se wee ikke. NDP 
RNA Ven ANTÉRIEUR Sa Verchères —Les Patriotés 1... NDP 
COD PEER en Re Say EM TO Brome-Missisquois........115,.2. NDP 
PT Li PORC POST CORAN MEN ERA er Se ta ae Mia eae INE UN as 2 Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouraska— 

Riviete-du-Vouns -: ee cates fe inert ees NDP 
DAS EE FA ANCOIS sons cheers Mater Rene Re RE Mia ston Mosc ora die uns cea MA ais adie Repentign yi) etn etn asic res siecle NDP 
WeatendrassemAlex andrinie RE RE cirri eo cA et eas Mours-Saimt=laurente. epee see eee. NDP 
WAV ET CIC Le MEI CLONE shane re nc Sune Oem HR eae Mca inser ST ca TA MSM RS à Laurier—Sainte-Marie ..................... NDP 
Lebel, Hon. Denis, Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and 

Minister of the Economic Development Agency of Canada for the Regions of 

(QUEBEC aero eset Nearer oa enero A de src wigs sy re NE a maar nese ae, Roberval—Lac-Saint-Jean ................. CRE 
CRC THEIR Sat amir ar ales Weal ot aE eee te ne ME shail VN Boca ot PAS Emirate ec. NDP 
UE Cee AU TR TS RE RER © POR Tere Bre easedis Sis cease! AE he M leas arcs Rivièré-des-Mille-Îles ow NDP 
igh RTE IRON. aa MEN RIE md A Rl eel YAR Re DORIA, RL Brossard—La Prairie ...................... NDP 
IMechE ate ir See et, 0 nl, dre OR eee Me ce ne ee ae Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier................. NDP 
MIO AO MISC Sore Sunes vid ve ides SI MAA teal nn a SRO ya a Blo, GUM nn. Abitibi—Teémiscamingue .................. NDP 
INPUT D EU RE Ome Ie os Ras RE PE CU Cl oR: ChicoutimE= Léon en T2. NDP 
MormIsaDelle Eee ee Re ARR 9 soa yuck En EL AR AE Cy) Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine.......... NDP 
NOU VACA NOG eae tei tc ree eet Breton ascites oe de ee ue LC NC aurentides——Wabellcpy parerr PEAR e NDP 
IVE LUISE NSARM LAL ree Sissies Sie eee een iarag bess weld a lenin ee nae Besa nea tyaas is eee à Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot ................... NDP 
MOUTAN NAT ARE eee RE RRO conan eee cots CO Ne DUR - A DUNISIC LE: OPEL BQ 
MIGICATR NOM AS RER ER Re RE me RA Ron EU ae a Outremont eee es eee ne ck aaa NDP 
INA Le MCLE Satie Need een eect arac tise ian tees cai conc DUT ne cen peer Le Longueuil—Pierre-Boucher ............... NDP 
BICOL IAIN she hee ek nS RAR NE TIR RENTRER NRC EN PRE CERN RS RUE RC VaudremSoulnpes a ne NDP 
INTIME Ze CLOW OSE ARR Re Rene ee RE Te meres ANA ES Re etre NDP 
PACE eI ASS III O RS RE CUS NN AR M ER RS M WE Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel ............. Lib. 
PATIO OIC REA D ten its «eaten ene eae ec este RE LD: ECC Ce. feu QUÉDEC ER PE een re LE ane NDP 
Paradis, Hon. Christian, Minister of Industry and Minister of State (Agriculture)... Mégantic—L'Érable..…...................... CPC 
PAR DATE RS TARA MER EN vie sited adit os ROUE AREAS Jonquiète-Alma. Rens RME NDP 
VR Spl Ga na ings Re ney PS La Pointe-de-He PER Se, Hite NDE 
PCA tas WA Olam werner mate tay ten ecan aa ad Horde UT orc rent erent Mente at ac nec eee MONTCA INR rec tat cere cc aa: NDP 
Prob Francois eters eres arse eh Se tec RI eT RS NNR et ess Laval Des estime Re en NDP 
PIAMONdON SOUS AE ee mn SU Le AC Ne Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet—Bécancour ..... BQ 
MACH A ADS ANRT EAs oral een Sean Nac ehh OMR Reap ae tenet at nace os alse Beauharnois—Salaberry ................... NDP 
At CTE AAAS VC Cot TA TRS AT Lee OO OR AIA Eee MA Renee Rhea Re Pontiac ie se eee ea AE clayton NDP 
Raynanlts Brancine RS D hops «cots re TR ova seca. sree sation ule en ce JON Mine Pe PM ei ae Rc eI a à NDP 
RONA CAIN ocak acon carck Goes 0s ct meni ae moana eben on cee tere Des ere Compton—Stanstead....................... NDP 
SATA ROMMOD RU HE was bodies ats eg arme one cma à AR sa Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou. NDP 
SCAIDAlE OCR ME TANCIS pacer ieee ch ca heures een eams sores Makes ag eee: den VA LAC SARL OUEN RER bene acueeeeet en Lib. 
SOA Diao yr eee te sobs ase tacit cou Ue ere manne hc os moe meets cares de à Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert................ NDP 
SBI DCOIS MISO rts icy Re de 2 Me sath adapts ata Saint-Maurice—Champlain................ NDP 
TOONE SP DUN era RC i ECO OTe ee RA a EE PAR NC RE Gaspésie—lles-de-la-Madeleine........... NDP 
Theniblay: ORAN oases eae date oo ete teins oa seamen Ronatahna dt oe Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute- 

COtEINGI PE SES ER bes NDP 
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Trudeau: gustin...RL ressens COR RM A PADINeAULE ENS ewe ID. 
Tiare NG CONS: Di ce na RE Cned et Hulk vie sn NDP 
SASKATCHEWAN (14) 
Anderson, David, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural Resources and 

for the Canadian Wheat-Boardi¢ rss Re Re MR oe Cypress Hills—Grasslands ................ Cre 
| Dior dag A! Re A ene rene OT VIBE Ty RU Ne Nes tlie se eI Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar........... CPC 
ESOUGDER AR AV nee nab ne ane AE DDR oon ra eens cite RARE SRE PAUSE" ro ere ee ne CPC 
BS POUR TEU GRATIN Za se cnet CS CAMO da cine Le CTA deine Re A TROD nn Sah Rey Yorkton-=Melvillé 150 rm en CPC 
ClATK CAR OD eo ee ne ee haa tic at ARTE 2 ER ee eam a Ae ae eR RC Desnethé—Missinippi—Churchill River . CPC 
Goodalogbions RAD SERRE sect eae rotors tenn etre dure Waseana here EN Ra ue Lib. 
FIOBACK WR andy! RE ee EU SE wetted: LR M PNEU Re Nes Sees Prince ‘Alber ES Re ee een Et GPC 
OMAN ICKL GE tome Re ene AR nn ee os teat Souris—Moose Mountain ................. CRE 
Lukiwski, Tom, Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Government in the : 

PIOUS OL COMIMONS Le. Agnes haan, mee ce Mae ane ca hie ie eae Seeder D = ly eke Regina—Lumsden—Lake Centre......... CPC 
Ritz, Hon. Gerry, Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and Minister for the 

Canadian When PO Re ig iene et ce Gite AY Sal OE acer ie erate ean See Battlefords—Lloydminster ................ CPC 
Scheer, Hon. Andrew, Speaker of the House of Commons ............................ Repina— Qu'Appellé 7.1." 4 CPC 
ÉTOST BAM RTE cee ee rete DE Ree oat LR RD en ale eee ee POSE eee Saskatoon—Humboldt..................... CRE 
WellacottAMaunice RSR teen tease ae ates ete a tele soil me Ds ase na RL gee Saskatoon—Wanuskewin.................. CRE 
Yelich, Hon. Lynne, Minister of State (Western Economic Diversification) .......... BLACKS ape oie on eh en ETES CPC 


YUKON (1) 
Lee RIRE se CA tated Saree eal Ro ht AEM Ole et SE RSS Ck prenne YUKO I see eee oe AUS CRG 


Chair: 


Ray Boughen 
Rob Clarke 
Linda Duncan 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Charlie Angus 
Scott Armstrong 
Niki Ashton 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Jean Crowder 


LIST OF STANDING AND SUB-COMMITTEES 
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ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS AND NORTHERN DEVELOPMENT 


Chris Warkentin 


Jonathan Genest-Jourdain 


Carol Hughes 


Nathan Cullen 
Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Hedy Fry 

Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 

Bruce Hyer 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 

Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 


Vice-Chairs: 


LaVar Payne 
Greg Rickford 


Associate Members 


Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 

Kevin Lamoureux 
Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 

Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 

Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 
Christine Moore 
Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Mathieu Ravignat 
Scott Reid 


Carolyn Bennett 
Dennis Bevington 


Kyle Seeback (12) 
David Wilks 


Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Romeo Saganash 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 
Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 
Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 
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Chair: 


Charlie Angus 
Alexandre Boulerice 
Brad Butt 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Carolyn Bennett 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Paul Calandra 
Ron Cannan 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Comartin 


ACCESS TO INFORMATION, PRIVACY AND ETHICS 


Jean Crowder 


Blaine Calkins 
John Carmichael 


Joe Daniel 

Bob Dechert 
Rick Dykstra 
Wayne Easter 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 


Jim Hillyer 


Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 
Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 


Vice-Chairs: 


Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 


Associate Members 


Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Pat Martin 

Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 


Scott Andrews 
Patricia Davidson 


Pierre-Luc Dusseault 
Colin Mayes 


Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe - 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


(12) 


21 


AGRICULTURE AND AGRI-FOOD 


Chair: Larry Miller Vice-Chairs: Malcolm Allen 


Frank Valeriote 


Alex Atamanenko 
Randy Hoback 
Pierre Lemieux 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 
Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 


Ben Lobb 
LaVar Payne 


Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Wayne Easter 
Mark Eyking 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Mylène Freeman 
Hedy Fry 

Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 


Francine Raynault 
Jean Rousseau 


Associate Members 


Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Pat Martin 

Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 


Brian Storseth (12) 
Bob Zimmer 


Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 


22 


Chair: 


Scott Armstrong 
Tyrone Benskin 
Marjolaine Boutin-Sweet 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Charlie Angus 
Jay Aspin 
Joyce Bateman 
Mauril Bélanger 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 


CANADIAN HERITAGE 


Rob Moore 


Gordon Brown 
Paul Calandra 


Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Pierre Dionne Labelle 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Mylène Freeman 
Hedy Fry 

Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 

Bruce Hyer 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 

Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 

Jim Karygiannis 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 


Vice-Chairs: 


Andrew Cash 
Parm Gill 


Associate Members 


Daryl Kramp 


; Mike Lake 


Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 
Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 


Pierre Nantel 
Scott Simms 


Jim Hillyer (12) 
Terence Young 


Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 
Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 
Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Justin Trudeau 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 
Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 


* Chris Warkentin 


Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


Chair: 


Paulina Ayala 
Rick Dykstra 
Roxanne James 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 
Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 
Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 


CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION 


David Tilson Vice-Chairs: Don Davies 
Kevin Lamoureux 


Matthew Kellway 
Chungsen Leung 


Olivia Chow 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Hedy Fry 

Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 

Brian Jean 

Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Jim Karygiannis 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 


Costas Menegakis 
Ted Opitz 


Associate Members 


Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 
Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 


Rathika Sitsabaiesan 
John Weston 


Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Justin Trudeau 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


23 


(12) 


24 


Chair: 


Stella Ambler 
François Choquette 
Laurin Liu 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
Dennis Bevington 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 


ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 


Mark Warawa 


James Lunney 
Michelle Rempel 


Nathan Cullen 
Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Stéphane Dion 
Earl Dreeshen 
Linda Duncan 
Rick Dykstra 


Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 


Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 


Vice-Chairs: 


Robert Sopuck 
Lise St-Denis 


Associate Members 


Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 
Joyce Murray 
Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 

Blake Richards 


Kirsty Duncan 
Megan Leslie 


Lawrence Toet 
Stephen Woodworth 


Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Francis Scarpaleggia 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Jinny Jogindera Sims 
Joy Smith 

Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
David Tilson 

Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


(12) 


Chair: 


Mark Adler 
Alain Giguère 
Shelly Glover 


Eve Adams 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Tarik Brahmi 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 


James Rajotte 


Randy Hoback 
Brian Jean 


Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 

Bruce Hyer 
Roxanne James 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 


FINANCE 


Vice-Chairs: 


Peter Julian 
Wayne Marston 


Associate Members 


Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
John McCallum 
Phil McColeman 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 
Massimo Pacetti 
LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 


25 


Scott Brison 
Hoang Mai 


Cathy McLeod (12) 
Dave Van Kesteren 


Kyle Seeback 
Judy Sgro 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Jinny Jogindera Sims 
Joy Smith 
Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
David Sweet 
Glenn Thibeault 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 
John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 
John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


26 


Chair: 


Mike Allen 
Ryan Cleary 
Patricia Davidson 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Gerry Byrne 
Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 


FISHERIES AND OCEANS 


Rodney Weston 


Rosane Doré Lefebvre 
Bryan Hayes 


Rodger Cuzner 
Joe Daniel 

Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Yvon Godin 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 


Vice-Chairs: 


Randy Kamp 
Ryan Leef 


Associate Members 


Guy Lauzon 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 
Rob Moore 
Joyce Murray 
Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 


Fin Donnelly 
Lawrence MacAulay 


Robert Sopuck 
Jonathan Tremblay 


Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 
Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Kevin Sorenson 
Peter Stoffer 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Philip Toone 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 
Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
David Wilks 
John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


(12) 


Chair: 


Lois Brown 
Bob Dechert 
Peter Goldring 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 
Irwin Cotler 
Joe Daniel 


Chair: 


Nina Grewal 


Dean Allison 


Nina Grewal 
Sadia Groguhé 


Patricia Davidson 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Mark Eyking 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Jacques Gourde 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 

Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 


Vice-Chairs: 


Jean-François Larose 
Gary Schellenberger 


Associate Members 


Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Wayne Marston 
Brian Masse 
Colin Mayes 

Phil McColeman 
John McKay 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 

Eve Péclet 

Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Mathieu Ravignat 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 


Hélène Laverdière 
Dominic LeBlanc 


Jinny Jogindera Sims 
Dave Van Kesteren 


Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Kyle Seeback 
Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 
Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 
John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 
John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS 


Scott Reid 


Russ Hiebert 


Vice-Chairs: 


Eve Péclet 


Irwin Cotler 
Wayne Marston 


David Sweet 


27 


(12) 


(7) 


28 


Chair: 


Scott Armstrong 
Denis Blanchette 
Kelly Block 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Ray Boughen 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 


GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS AND ESTIMATES 


Pat Martin 


Alexandre Boulerice 
Peter Braid 


Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 
Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 


Vice-Chairs: 


Ron Cannan 
Jacques Gourde 


Associate Members 


Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
John McKay 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 
Massimo Pacetti 
LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Geoff Regan 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 


John McCallum 
Mike Wallace 


Mathieu Ravignat 
Bernard Trottier 


Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 

Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


(12) 


Chair: 


Kelly Block 
Patrick Brown 
Colin Carrie 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Carolyn Bennett 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 


Joy Smith 


Parm Gill 
Dany Morin 


Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Kirsty Duncan 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Carol Hughes 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 
Guy Lauzon 


HEALTH 


Vice-Chairs: 


Anne Minh-Thu Quach 


Djaouida Sellah 


Associate Members 


Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Megan Leslie 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 
Christine Moore 
Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Manon Perreault 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 


29 


Libby Davies 


Mark Strahl (12) 
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HUMAN RESOURCES, SKILLS AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT AND THE STATUS OF PERSONS WITH 


Chair: 


Brad Butt 
Jean Crowder 
Joe Daniel 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 


Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe 


Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Andrew Cash 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
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Ed Komarnicki 
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Matthew Dubé 
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Phil McColeman 
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Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 

Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Wayne Marston 
Irene Mathyssen 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 
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Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
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Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
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Devinder Shory 


Gary Schellenberger 
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Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
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David Sweet 
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Mike Wallace 

Mark Warawa 
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Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
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Pierre Poilievre 
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Michael Chong 
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Cheryl Gallant 
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Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
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Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 


Candice Hoeppner 
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Randy Kamp 
Greg Kerr 
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Colin Mayes 
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Pierre Poilievre 
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Scott Reid 
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Brian Storseth 
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JUSTICE AND HUMAN RIGHTS 
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Chair: Dave MacKenzie 


Françoise Boivin 
Charmaine Borg 
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Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
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Brad Butt 
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Stéphane Dion 
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Jacques Gourde 
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Richard Harris 
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Randy Hoback 
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Daryl Kramp 
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Guy Lauzon 
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Ryan Leef 

Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
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Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Colin Mayes 
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Rick Norlock 
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Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
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Greg Rickford 
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Jinny Jogindera Sims 
Joy Smith 
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Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
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Chair: 


Niki Ashton 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Françoise Boivin 
Michael Chong 
Jean Crowder 


Malcolm Allen 
Scott Andrews 
Charlie Angus 
Mauril Bélanger 
Carolyn Bennett 
Dennis Bevington 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Scott Brison 
Gerry Byrne 
Sean Casey 
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Denis Coderre 


Chair: 


James Bezan 
Françoise Boivin 
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Royal Galipeau 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Dave MacKenzie 
Pat Martin 

Rob Merrifield 


Joe Comartin 
Irwin Cotler 
Rodger Cuzner 
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Libby Davies 
Fin Donnelly 
Kirsty Duncan 
Wayne Easter 
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Marc Garneau 
Randall Garrison 
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Vice-Chair: 


Larry Miller 
Rob Moore 

Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Joy Smith 
Kevin Sorenson 


Associate Members 


Yvon Godin 
Claude Gravelle 
Carol Hughes 
Daryl Kramp 
Kevin Lamoureux 
Hélène Laverdière 
Dominic LeBlanc 
Megan Leslie 
Lawrence MacAulay 
Hoang Mai 

Brian Masse 

John McCallum 


David Christopherson 


David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Merv Tweed 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Rodney Weston 


David McGuinty 
John McKay 
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Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Massimo Pacetti 
Geoff Regan 
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Judy Sgro 

Scott Simms 

Peter Stoffer 

Frank Valeriote 
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Dean Allison 
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Merv Tweed 
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Chair: 


Chris Alexander 
Tarik Brahmi 
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Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
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Matthew Kellway 
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Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 


Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 


Royal Galipeau 
Randall Garrison 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
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Russ Hiebert 
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Randy Hoback 
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Gerald Keddy 
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Christine Moore 
Rick Norlock 
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Dominic LeBlanc 
Ryan Leef 
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Pierre Lemieux 
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Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Elaine Michaud 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
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Brent Rathgeber 
Geoff Regan 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
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Greg Rickford 
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David Christopherson 
John McKay 


Ted Opitz (12) 
Mark Strahl 


Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 
Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Scott Simms 

Joy Smith 
Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 
Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
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Mark Warawa 
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Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 
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Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
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Chair: 


Mike Allen 
David Anderson 
Blaine Calkins 
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Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
Scott Andrews 
Scott Armstrong 
Joyce Bateman 
Dennis Bevington 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 
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Shelly Glover 
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Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Laurie Hawn 
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Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 


Candice Hoeppner 
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Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 
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NATURAL RESOURCES 


Vice-Chairs: 


François Lapointe 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
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Mike Lake 
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Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 
Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 
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Joe Preston 
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Greg Rickford 
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Kevin Sorenson 
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Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
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Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 
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Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
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Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
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Ray Boughen 
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Garry Breitkreuz 
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Colin Carrie 
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Dominic LeBlanc 
Ryan Leef 
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Pierre Lemieux 
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Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
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Mauril Bélanger 
Yvon Godin 


Bernard Trottier (12) 
John Weston 
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Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
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Joy Smith 
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Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
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Susan Truppe 
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PROCEDURE AND HOUSE AFFAIRS 


Joe Comartin 
Marc Garneau 


Chair: Joe Preston Vice-Chairs: 
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Greg Kerr 
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Mike Allen 
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David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 
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Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
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Tom Lukiwski 


Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Stéphane Dion 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Judy Foote 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
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Shelly Glover 
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Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
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Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
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Randy Kamp 
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Ed Komarnicki 
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James Lunney 
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Kevin Sorenson 
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Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
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Rob Clarke 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS 
Chair: Harold Albrecht Vice-Chair: 
Stéphane Dion Scott Reid Philip Toone (4) 
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Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Monday, November 14, 2011 


The House met at 11 a.m. 


Prayers 


@ (1105) 
[English] 
POINTS OF ORDER 
BILL C-317—INCOME TAX ACT—SPEAKER'S RULING 


The Speaker: I would like to return to the ruling I gave on Friday, 
November 4, 2011, in relation to ways and means proceedings and 
former Bill C-317, An Act to amend the Income Tax Act (labour 
organizations), which stood on the order paper in the name of the 
hon. member for South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale. 


[Translation] 


As members know, I directed that the order for second reading of 
the bill be discharged and that the bill be withdrawn from the order 
paper. 

[English] 


In light of the unique nature of this particular situation, I directed 
that the member for South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale be 
permitted to substitute another item onto the order of precedence. In 
doing so, I inadvertently linked the time allotted to the member to do 
so at 20 sitting days in the spirit of the guidelines found in Standing 
Order 92.1. This was an error as Standing Order 92.1 provides for 20 
calendar days. Instead, the link was intended to be to a 2006 example 
when another member, faced with similar circumstances, was 
granted 20 sitting days to select another item. 


[Translation] 

Therefore, the hon. member for South Surrey—White Rock— 
Cloverdale will have until Friday, December 9, 2011, to do so. 
[English] 

I regret any inconvenience that this may have caused hon. 
members. 


COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
am rising on a point of order that involves one of the more serious 
matters that I have had to deal with in my 11 years here in the House 
because of the potential risk that it poses to the relationship the 


legislative, administrative and judicial branches play in our 
Parliament. 


Mr. Speaker, I am hoping that by the time I have concluded my 
argument you will agree with me that the assessment of our rules 
have been breached and that you will take appropriate action to 
ensure that the Standing Orders and the procedural sources higher 
than those that are in place are respected, not only by this chamber 
but also by the committees of this place. 


I should start by saying that there are two potential orders that I 
will be seeking. The first one is the more appropriate one but clearly 
the more extensive one, which would be to direct the committee to 
cease the study it has initiated. I will speak to that more specifically 
in a moment. The alternative, which I would ask you to think about, 
would be, at the very least, that the committee be directed to suspend 
its study until such time as the courts, including the Appeal Court, 
and potentially even the Supreme Court of Canada in this case, have 
ruled on this issue. 


It has been said in the House on more than one occasion that 
committees are their own masters. They are in control of their 
process. However, a deeper examination of our Standing Orders and 
the House of Commons Procedure and Practice second edition, 
commonly called O'Brien and Bosc, reveals that the committee's 
freedom to do as it chooses is limited by firm boundaries. Indeed, 
O'Brien and Bosc, at page 1047, states: 

..freedom committees normally have to organize their work as they see fit and the 


option they have of defining, on their own, certain rules of procedure that 
facilitate their proceedings. 


However, on page 1048 the text reads: 


These freedoms are not, however, total or absolute. 


Mr. Speaker, I would ask you to take particular note of this point 
because I will return to it on a number of occasions throughout my 
remarks today. O'Brien and Bosc at page 1048 states: 


At all times, directives from procedural sources higher than parliamentary 
committees (Constitution;— 


I would suggest that includes constitutional convention, which is 
part of what the argument is here today. It goes on to state: 


—-statutes; orders of reference, instructions and Standing Orders of the House; 
and rulings by the Speaker)— 


Both the Constitution and, in this case, a ruling by you, Mr. 
Speaker, would certainly have the authority of overriding the 
determination that has been made by the committee. It goes on to 
state: 


—take precedence over any rules a committee may adopt. 
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The end result of that determination by O'Brien and Bosc is that 
you, as the Speaker of this House, have, at any given time, the 
authority to overrule the committee. 


It is quite recognizable by everyone in the chamber and anyone 
who has been in Parliament for any length of time that the Speaker 
would only do that on rare occasions. I would submit that this is one 
of those rare occasions. The Speaker may be reluctant to deal with 
this given the long-standing practice of intervening only on very rare 
occasions. 


The other point that often comes up at this stage is whether the 
Speaker should intervene when there has not been a report from 
committee. I recognize that there has been no report from committee. 
Given the circumstances of what is going on in that committee, there 
will never be a report from the committee on this point. 


However, as has often been the case, the Speakers will reserve 
judgment on committee members until the report has been sent to the 
House. There are exceptions to that general rule. 


As Speaker Fraser said on March 26, 1990, at page 9756 of the 
Debates, the practice of waiting for a report from committee before 
taking up a matter in this House is: “ 

..not an absolute one and that in very serious and special circumstances the 


Speaker may have to pronounce on a committee matter without the committee 
having reported to the House. 


In that context, it is important that I rise on this point of order. It is 
as a result of actions taken by the Standing Committee on Access to 
Information, Privacy and Ethics, which I will refer to henceforth as 
“the ethics committee”. I feel that the rules governing the procedures 
and practices of this place are being tested, challenged and, in fact, 
are being infringed upon if we look at some of the opinions we now 
have on this matter. It is certainly putting the committee and this 
House in a dangerous and unprecedented position. It is testing long- 
standing conventions and, I would argue, that we are breaching those 
long-standing conventions. 


Through the actions of the ethics committee and despite the 
protests of two of the three opposition parties represented on the 
committee, it has attempted to throw out decades of parliamentary 
sub judice convention, which requires this place to respect the 
independence of the court. It goes beyond saying that we do have the 
three branches. While they are independent of each other, they 
sometimes overlap but the fairly clear guidelines among those three 
branches is a long-standing convention. We respect, adhere to and do 
whatever we can, regarding all three branches, to not cross that line 
between the three branches and usurp authority that lies in one of the 
other branches. 


I believe the committee is also trying to distort the constitutional 
principle of the separation of powers in terms of that responsibility, 
in particular here, not between the administration branch and the 
other two, but between the legislative and judicial branches. I would 
submit that both of these rules supersede the rights of committees. 
We had a huge battle in the last Parliament over the rights of 
parliamentarians to access information with regard to the Afghan 
detainee documents and material. There are clear rulings on that but 
it is not an absolute and those other conventions that I just mentioned 
supersede. 
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I believe the breaching of those other rules requires action on your 
part, Mr. Speaker. The only authority to overrule the committee lies 
in your hands. In terms of the specifics of the case, I will not be able 
to give you as much detail as I think would be useful to you in 
making your decision because a good deal of what has transpired 
here has been in camera. The information I will be giving you will 
only be that information that has been in public and not behind 
closed doors. 


On November 1, the government used its majority on the 
committee to quickly move in camera on a motion by the 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister and to the Minister 
of Intergovernmental Affairs. The motion was to compel the 
production of documents that are clearly the subject of ongoing 
litigation before the federal Court of Appeal. The purpose of 
producing the documents, according to the adopted motion, was to 
have the ethics committee, and this is extremely important, 
determine and assess exclusions. That is exactly what is before the 
federal court at the present time. Those are documents under section 
68 of the Access to Information Act. 


As a result of this meeting and the events that transpired in 
camera, the New Democratic and Liberal members of the committee 
felt that they could not continue their participation in the committee's 
work until they had the benefit of a legal opinion from the House of 
Commons Law Clerk, Mr. Robert Walsh. He has been in that post 
since 1999 and is recognized as the leading expert in the country on 
these specific types of issues, vis-a-vis the ability of Parliament to do 
certain things and the right and independence of the judiciary to 
conduct their roles free of legislative interference. 


The decision to ask for the legal opinion was to ensure that the 
rights of the members of the committee were not being undermined 
or violated by attempts to push through a motion that may have been 
not only improper but not legal. As the opposition members were 
waiting for the opinion, government members held a subsequent in 
camera meeting, which they eventually reported out on, where they 
passed a motion demanding the production of the documents in 
question from the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation. 


@ (1110) 


Soon after the motion was adopted, Mr. Walsh in fact provided his 
legal opinion in the form of a letter in reply to the member for 
Timmins—James Bay. 


Mr. Speaker, I would just note that I have given you a copy of that 
opinion now. 


Its contents support what would be my own opinion, and I hope 
yours, as well, on these three points: that the ethics committee is, 
first, far beyond the scope of its overall mandate; second, in breach 
of parliamentary convention; and third, in contravention of its 
constitutional boundary; all as a result of adopting that motion that 
kicked off the study in question. 


November 14, 2011 
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Specifically about the opinion from Mr. Walsh, I put that in your 
possession again, I ask you, Mr. Speaker, to pay close attention to 
that opinion. Read it closely. I think it clearly sets out, in response to 
a series of questions from the member for Timmins—James Bay, 
where the breaches have occurred and the risk of further breaches 
occurring, in fact, the study continues and those documents are 
attempted to be forced from the CBC pending the outcome of the 
court case which is before the Federal Court of Appeal at the present 
time. 


I would ask you, Mr. Speaker, to look at that and ask you to pay 
particular attention to these points that have been made, first, on the 
sub judice issue. Mr. Walsh addresses that convention, which is 
essentially that Parliament respects the work done by the judicial 
branch of government by not interfering or appearing to interfere 
with that work. He notes that Speaker Milliken described the sub 
judice convention by saying, “the House will await the determination 
of the court before discussing the matter —”. 


In effect, what we are doing there is recognizing that the judicial 
branch has a particular expertise in this area. It has a constitutional 
mandate, as well, to provide that role. It is our role as legislators to 
consider the decisions that it makes, take them into account, make a 
decision at that point whether amendments are required to 
legislation, changes to legislation, or new legislation is required. 
That is where that line is. The judiciary is on one side, we relying as 
legislators on the other side of that line, on its expertise, both 
mandated and developed over a period of time in this country. 


He then goes on, with regard to noting the same convention: 
—the House and, by extension, its Committees will not undertake studies,— 


I want to emphasize that: 


—will not undertake studies, reviews or enquiries on matters that have been 
assigned by an Act of Parliament to an administrative tribunal or other public 
office, including Officers of Parliament— 


In this case the Broadcasting Act assigns the specific responsi- 
bility to the Information Commissioner who has in fact been 
involved and is involved in that litigation that is before the Federal 
Court. There are three parties to that litigation: CBC, Information 
Canada, and a private broadcaster. 


We have clearly ongoing litigation involving one of the officers of 
this House of Parliament, a crown corporation, and now a committee 
trying to insert itself into the process where it is clearly mandated 
that that role is to be played by the judiciary in this country. 


He goes on, with regard to the division of powers, and this is 
perhaps maybe the most disturbing aspect of what is going on in 
front of the ethics coinmittee at the current time, about the danger 
that the committee's actions are in violation of the Constitution Act, 
going back all the way to 1867, and of course the current 
Constitution Act. 


On page 4 of his letter, Mr. Walsh outlines how the ethics 
committee study is overstepping the divisions of power set out by the 
act by attempting to make legal determinations which are the 
responsibilities of the courts. That role by the committee is clearly 
beyond its scope. 


The intent is clear in this regard as the motion of the Parliamentary 
Secretary to the Prime Minister and to the Minister of Intergovern- 
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mental Affairs, which is now the basis for the committee study, says 
that the committee will, and I am quoting from the motion, 
“determine and assess exclusions”, which is exactly the role that is 
assigned to our judiciary, our courts, and in fact is the very specific 
subject of that litigation that is before the Federal Court of Appeal. It 
is seized with it. The arguments actually, I believe, have been made 
and we are waiting for a decision. Given the significance of the 
litigation that is going on, there is every possibility that this case, if 
an appeal is granted, will end up in front of the Supreme Court for a 
full argument. 


© (1115) 


I want to go back to the parliamentary secretary. He was not 
bashful about what he was doing. He went public with this in an 
article in the Toronto Star on November 3 of this year, saying it was 
his intention with the study to get ahead of the courts on this matter. 
That is not our role as legislators. It is absolutely the opposite of 
what we should be doing. We let the courts play their role and we 
then respond. However, he said it was to get ahead of the courts on 
this matter in order to save the court the time and expense of 
pursuing the matter. That is not at all within the determination of a 
parliamentary committee or Parliament as a whole. It has been 
assigned by the Constitution Act to be the responsibility of the 
courts. They determine that issue, not us as legislators. 


If we were going to follow what the parliamentary secretary wants 
the committee to do, we would be really talking about a 
constitutional amendment. We would have to take away the 
exclusive jurisdiction of the courts and assign it either partially to 
committees or the House or totally to us, and take it away from the 
courts completely. There is no suggestion that we should be doing 
that. There is certainly no support that I have ever heard about us 
reducing the role of our judiciary in this regard. The courts are there 
to play the role of interpreting legislation and enforcing it in 
appropriate circumstances. 


There is some emphasis I would like to provide to gain proper 
perspective of what the committee is doing, and I go back to the 
motion. The very first line of it is “to determine and assess” whether 
or not acts were followed by compelling the production of 
documents by a party to a matter before the courts. I am sure you 
will have no hesitation agreeing, Mr. Speaker, that it is the exclusive 
jurisdiction, not a shared jurisdiction, of the judicial branch of 
government. It is its exclusive jurisdiction. 


Mr. Walsh is quite clear on this and stated that the ethics 
committee was nonetheless addressing a legal question that ought to 
be left to the courts to decide. He went on to say: 


In my view, such initiatives are not within the constitutional functions of the 
House or, by extension, its committees and the use of the House’s powers to demand 
the production of documents for such purposes could be found to be invalid and 
unenforceable at law. 


Finally, he stated: 


Such an encroachment would offend the separation of powers between the 
judicial and legislative functions and possibly call into question the validity of 
ETHI's proceedings. 
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It is opening the door, quite clearly, to not just the possibility but 
probability that Parliament and the judicial branch will end up in 
litigation. It is the last thing we need at any time. Trying to keep the 
demarcation lines between the two authorities in the country is very 
important. 


I want to make one final point with regard to a matter that Mr. 
Walsh raised. He said that within the context, if the documents that 
are sought are going to be dealt with in camera throughout, that is 
certainly some saving grace because it would be less of an 
interference in the judicial authority in this country. 


However, he then went on to caution the member for Timmins— 
James Bay, the committee as a whole and perhaps the House, about 
the possibility, even the probability, but the reasonable likelihood of 


leaks coming out committees. We know it happens. As much as we. 


are all dutiful about ensuring it does not happen, leaks may be the 
result of a staff person and it may be inadvertent. He said even if that 
were the case, just the risk that there could be a leak would make it 
appear as if we were willing to justify what the committee was doing 
by taking that risk and saying it was more important for us to do this 
than the risk of interfering with the judicial process. 


I want to go beyond what he said because there is a point that I 
wish he would have covered. It begs the question, if documents are 
in fact at some point compelled, turned over and looked at, for what 
purpose? 


@ (1120) 


If it is staying in camera, I assume at some point the study will end 
up in a report, then one of two things has to happen. The committee 
members may refer the documents and use them for the basis of their 
report, which ultimately would come to this committee, and 
therefore clearly breach our responsibility not to challenge the 
independence of the judiciary and the division of powers in the 
constitution. It is either that scenario or they do not use the 
documents. Then we would ask, why are we having this process if 
we are not going to use the documents? If we are not going to use 
them in the report, why are we bothering pursuing these documents 
to the degree that we are? If they use them, it.is improper. If they do 
not use them, the whole question would be, what are we doing and 
why are we doing it. 


The obvious conclusion I would draw from that is that 
government members on the committee intend to use the documents 
for the basis of the study and the ultimate report they prepare. If that 
happens, then clearly they have breached the constitutional 
conventions and the whole issue of division of powers. 


I should make one more point in terms of additional material that I 
have given you, Mr. Speaker. 


This morning we received copies of two letters, one to the chair of 
the ethics committee that set out that they were enclosing with the 
letter two sets of documents, as I understood it, one that the 
committee members could use because they are not part of the 
litigation; there is no issue of them being produced and they are not 
subject to the protection of the legislation in the CBC's opinion. And 
two, a sealed envelope of documents asking the chair not to release 
those documents until the outcome of all the litigation before the 
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courts. The chair of that committee is presently seized with that 
request from the CBC. 


Mr. Speaker, I have also given you a letter of opinion from the 
CBC's lawyers that was given to Mr. Lacroix, president of the 
corporation, setting out their legal opinion. The importance of that is 
that we would say it is clearly biased in favour of their own client. 
Having been a lawyer for a long time, I would not accept that. 


More important, in all relevant aspects, it entirely agrees with Mr. 
Walsh's opinion that this process that has been undertaken by the 
committee is improper, has clearly crossed the bounds of both 
constitutional convention, and the constitutional division of powers 
between the judiciary and legislative branches. 


I will conclude with this quote from Mr. Walsh's letter. He sums 
up his argument with the following: 
In my view, respect for the constitutional framework of our parliamentary system 


of government is part of the rule of law which is the over-riding legal principle that 
makes a democratic system of government such as ours workable and credible. 


That is from Mr. Walsh, not from me. 


Mr. Speaker, I believe you have one of two choices of orders that 
you would make if you agree with the arguments that I have given 
you today. First, make an overall determination that the study from 
the very beginning, because of the direct and assessed part of that 
wording, clearly breaches the division of powers and the constitu- 
tional convention, and second, make a determination that the study, 
in its overall ambit, is beyond the scope and mandate of the ethics 
committee. 


If you are not prepared to go that far in the alternative, I would ask 
that you, Mr. Speaker, direct that the committee suspend this study 
until such time as all of the litigation is completed. That would then 
give the committee the opportunity to have the expertise from our 
judiciary to make a final determination as to what would be in the 
report, whether new legislation is required or amendments are 
required to the existing legislation 


@ (1125) 


Hon. Gordon O'Connor (Minister of State and Chief 
Government Whip, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I note the member's 
intervention on this matter. As this issue is before a committee, I 
think it would be better to be argued before a committee. Regardless, 
we will take this matter under consideration and respond in due 
course. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
with all due respect, I would be inclined to disagree with the 
government representative. 


As has been cited by my colleague from the New Democratic 
Party, the House does have a role to play when a committee is 
behaving in the manner in which it is currently behaving. He 
articulated quite well why it is that we have a role to play. We need 
to recognize the whole issue that was brought up by the member for 
Peterborough. One could look at it in terms of the motivations. 
However, for now let us strictly speak in terms of what has actually 
taken place because of this motion. 
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We all recognize the importance of judicial independence and 
respect for our courts. We recognize the role played by the law clerk 
and parliamentary counsel. We also recognize the role that we play 
in the House and the role that our committees are supposed to play. 
At times, I suspect we see actions that are lacking in respect of one 
of those jurisdictions. I believe, as the NDP House leader has pointed 
out, that we have witnessed that taking place over the last little 
while. 


It is true that our standing committees have a great deal of freedom 
and discretion to do a wide variety of things. We do not question 
that; rather, we encourage it. However, when a committee crosses the 
line it is our responsibility to look into the matter and ensure that 
corrective action is taken. That is why we within the Liberal Party 
support the point that has been brought forward by the New 
Democratic House leader. 


I would suggest the House does have the authority to look over 
what has taken place in the committee and to take action in order to 
make sure that there is respect for judicial independence. We know 
that the issue before us is before the Federal Court. There is ongoing 
litigation. A lot of details will be put before the court. To be open 
and fair, to have the committee perform in the way in which it has 
been shows a lack of respect for that judicial independence. 


I will quote specifically from Mr. Walsh, the Law Clerk and 
Parliamentary Counsel, who stated: 

A Committee should not, in my view, take on the role of a court—or even appear 
to take on the role of a court—by addressing whether the position taken by a party to 
a pending legal dispute is correct. To do so is to encroach upon—or appear to 
encroach upon—the constitutional function of the courts which would offend the sub 
judice convention, the principle of the separation of powers between the judicial and 
legislative functions and possibly call into question the validity of the Committee's 
proceedings. 


Mr. Walsh is not a partisan individual. He is indeed the Law Clerk 
and Parliamentary Counsel. We should all make note of what he is 
saying and acknowledge that the committee has gone too far. 


I make reference to the motion itself. One could call into question 
its motivation. To say the least, we all know that the government has 
not been friendly in terms of the CBC. Many within the 
government's ranks would like to see the demise of the CBC. I 
believe there might be a hidden agenda behind that motion. That is 
why I believe that, at the end of the day, we have to ensure that the 
right thing is done here. 


Mr. Speaker, the government has stepped over the line. We 
suggest that the government do the honourable thing because I 
suspect that it has put you and others in a fairly awkward position. 


@ (1130) 


I believe that if the government read the letter that our law clerk 
has provided, it would come to the same conclusions as the Liberals 
and the New Democrats already have, and that is that the motion is 
not appropriate. 


In coming up with that conclusion, I would suggest that the 
government House leader and the government of the day would be 
doing a service to the House if they would just agree to withdraw or 
suspend, do whatever is necessary in order to resolve this matter so 
that we are more in keeping with the spirit of the importance of 
judicial independence and respect of our courts. 


Points of Order 


We stand in support of the point of order that has been raised by 
the House leader of the official opposition. 


Hon. Gordon O'Connor: Mr. Speaker, just a small point, I still 
want time to consider the arguments made by the House leader of the 
official opposition. 


We do not have any secret agenda for the CBC. I watch it quite 
often. I watch the hockey games. Other people watch the hockey 
games, too. We have no hidden agenda as suggested by a member of 
the third party. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I also want to rise and speak to the point of order that has been put to 
you by the hon. House leader of the official opposition. 


The legal opinion we have before us, regardless of the content, 
without getting into whether we are for or against the CBC, or 
whether there is a hidden agenda, is a grave and serious matter. It 
cuts to the heart of the rule of law, on the Constitution of this 
country, and the proper respect for boundaries, roles and 
responsibilities of this place, respect for our courts, and adequately 
understanding the role of Parliament. 


Other sections of Mr. Walsh's fine legal opinion have been read 
out this morning, but I was particularly taken by the words of Mr. 
Justice Binnie, Supreme Court of Canada, in the 2005 case, the 
House of Commons and the hon. Gilbert Parent v. Satnam Vaid. It is 
a case in which we are generally familiar with the facts. 


It is a very strong statement from the Supreme Court of Canada. I 
will quote: 

It is a wise principle that the courts and Parliament strive to respect each other’s 

role in the conduct of public affairs. Parliament, for its part, refrains from 


commenting on matters before the courts under the sub judice rule. The courts, for 
their part, are careful not to interfere with the workings of Parliament. 


It goes on to note that Mr. Walsh, as the law clerk, our legal 
adviser, warns that in some circumstances the interference of a 
parliamentary committee in matters that are before the courts could 
be “seen as a contempt of court.” 


In other words, this cannot be a matter left with the committee. 
The committee, for whatever intentions it has, and I am not 
commenting on those, is placing the House of Commons at risk of 
further court proceedings in which this place, the Parliament of 
Canada, could be found by the courts to have entered into a 
relationship which constitutes contempt of court. 


We must respect our roles and responsibilities. This will be a 
difficult ruling for you, Mr. Speaker. I think this may be your 
watershed moment as our Speaker. I trust in your wisdom and 
judgment on this, but Mr. Walsh's legal opinion is not easily 
dismissed. 


I urge you, Mr. Speaker, to find in favour of the point of order 
from the official opposition. 
@ (1135) 


The Speaker: I certainly thank all hon. members for their 
interventions, and will, of course, examine very closely the materials 
provided to me by the House leader of the official opposition. 
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I know members are aware of the long-standing practice that until 
a report is before the House, it is not for the Speaker to decide these 
types of things. I will come back to the House in due course. 


It being 11:37 a.m., the House will now proceed to the 
consideration of private members' business as listed on today's 
order paper. 


PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS 
[English] 


PURPLE DAY ACT 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.) moved that Bill C-278, 
An Act respecting a day to increase public awareness about epilepsy, 
be read the second time and referred to a committee. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the applause from colleagues of 
various parties on this bill. In fact, I appreciate my hon. colleague 
from Charlottetown agreeing to second this. This morning, my 
colleague and friend, we were at law school together a few years 
ago, the member for Saanich—Gulf Islands, also wanted to second 
the bill. The indications are that there seems to be widespread 
support from all parties for this bill, which is Bill C-278, the Purple 
Day bill. 


This bill was not developed overnight. In fact, for several years 
several of us in the House have been celebrating Purple Day. I hope 
more will next year. Purple Day was established by a young lady 
named Cassidy Megan in 2008. At the time, she was nine years old. 
She had had her first attack of epilepsy when she was seven and was 
concerned, embarrassed and worried about it and the reactions of 
others. She recognized that people did not have much knowledge 
about epilepsy and that they ought to. Therefore, when she was nine 
she had the idea that perhaps her school could have a day to 
recognize epilepsy and to create more awareness and understanding 
of it. That was really where it all started. From that has spread an 
international grassroots movement. I am very proud to say that it 
started in my riding of Halifax West, although it is really Cassidy 
Megan who deserves the credit for this, obviously. 


I also want to thank the Epilepsy Association of Nova Scotia, the 
Canadian Epilepsy Alliance, the Epilepsy Support Centre and many 
other organizations for their support of Purple Day. I understood 
Purple Day was celebrated in more than 47 countries, but I saw 
today an article in iPolitics by Jon Waddell, who says it is now 
celebrated in 60 countries. I am delighted to hear that. It is great that 
it is increasing. 


The long title of the bill is, “an act respecting a day to increase 
public awareness about epilepsy”. Bill C-278 would formally 
establish March 26 as Purple Day in Canada and it would encourage 
people to wear the colour purple on that day. Purple Day would not 
be a legal holiday. 


Epilepsy affects 300,000 Canadians and over 50 million people 
worldwide. In fact, I understand that is more than multiple sclerosis, 
cerebral palsy, muscular dystrophy and Parkinson's disease all 
combined. Of course, these are all significant diseases which 
obviously also require our attention. 


Let me talk for a moment about a few of the famous people who 


‘have had epilepsy. It is quite a list. It includes: Fyodor Dostoevsky; 


Neil Young; Lindsey Buckingham; Prince, or the Artist Formerly 
Known as Prince; Florence Griffith Joyner, who won gold medals in 
the Olympics; Margaux Hemingway; Danny Glover; and Pope Pius 
IX. 


There are also many cases where doctors and experts have looked 
back and given retrospective diagnoses on people who may have had 
it a long time ago. This is not for certain, but some of the names 
include: Alexander the Great, Socrates, Julius Caesar, St. Paul, 
Moliére, Tennyson, Byron, Napoleon Bonaparte, Harriet Tubman, 
Beethoven, Handel, Agatha Christie, Charles Dickens, Vincent Van 
Gogh, Lewis Carroll and George Gershwin. In fact, it is not 
surprising when we hear all these names that there has been some 
sort of consideration and discussion over the years about a link 
between epilepsy and greatness, because there are some really 
incredible names among this group. 


Cassidy chose the colour purple after the international colour for 
epilepsy, which is lavender. The lavender flower is often associated 
with solitude. It is representative of feelings of isolation that are 
often felt, understandably, by many of those affected by epilepsy and 
other seizure disorders. They often feel misunderstood, embarrassed 
and afraid. It is important to overcome those feelings, which is why 
this is such a great idea, I think. 


@ (1140) 


[Translation] 


A deeper understanding of epilepsy will help educate people about 
what needs to be done during a seizure and will help provide more 
security and support for people with epilepsy. 


[English] 


Imagine someone who has just turned 16 and is looking forward 
to getting his or her driver's license. The person passes the test the 
first time. À week later he or she has a seizure for the first time and 
ends up in hospital. The doctor tells the individual that he or she 
cannot drive for one year, after the excitement of just getting his or 
her licence. Not only that, but the individual can no longer compete 
with the cheerleading team. This is just one example of all of the 
stories I have heard from people who have epilepsy. 


Imagine what it must be like for a person to have a seizure at work 
or school and people's reaction because of their lack of knowledge 
and understanding about this disorder. When the person comes out of 
the seizure he or she feels scared and confused. Imagine the security 
and support people affected with this disorder would feel if people 
became more aware about epilepsy and the different kinds of 
seizures and what to do if someone has a seizure. 
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The Canadian Epilepsy Alliance has an excellent website, 
epilepsymatters.com, which offers advice on what to do if someone 
has a seizure. I am sure there are other places where people can find 
information but this website has great information. It has a page, for 
example, on first aid for convulsive seizures. There are also non- 
convulsive seizures and people can read about them on the website. 


This is what to do if someone has a convulsive seizure: First, do 
not panic. Stay calm. Second, time the seizure. If it is longer than 
five minutes, call an ambulance. Third, explain what is going on to 
those around the individual. Ask people to stand back and give 
space. The last thing a person needs when he or she comes out of a 


seizure is to have a big crowd looking on which could make the : 


person feel even more anxious. Fourth, cushion the person's head 
and neck with something soft, such as a pillow or a coat, to avoid the 
person being injured. Fifth, roll the person on his or her side to 
prevent choking. Clear the area of dangers, such as a hot cup of 
coffee or a knife or other sharp objects. Get those things out of the 
way. Do not put anything in the individual's mouth. Do not restrain 
or hold the individual or try to stop him or her from moving. Speak 
gently. Be kind to the person during and after the seizure so that 
when the seizure is over he or she will be calm and those around will 
also be calm. Another suggestion is to loosen the person's tie or shirt 
collar. 


I hope the bill will get Canadians talking about epilepsy and 
learning about seizure disorders. That was Cassidy's objective when 
she founded Purple Day. 


In a recent letter, Cassidy explained why she undertook this 
project. She said that she started Purple Day when she was nine 
because when she was seven and first found out that she had 
epilepsy, she was afraid and embarrassed of what other people would 
think. She was afraid that they would treat her differently and not be 
her friends. She also thought that she was the only kid in the world 
with epilepsy. She wanted to have one day where everyone in the 
world would show support for people with epilepsy and teach people 
about epilepsy and that people with epilepsy would know they were 
not alone. She said that people need to know there are different types 
of seizures and that people do not have to be afraid of epilepsy or of 
people who have it. She said it would also help people know for sure 
when Purple Day is. She said that education about epilepsy is 
important for those living with epilepsy so they know they are not 
alone. 


That is quite a remarkable statement from a girl who is now 12 
years old. 


I want to congratulate Cassidy on her hard work and imagination 
in establishing Purple Day. Bill C-278 would bring Cassidy's dream 
to fruition in Canada. I hope the bill will pass so that it will be 
officially enshrined in law for Purple Day on March 26, 2012. 


This is a case where all MPs can come together to do something 
positive, and I think we are going to see that today and in the days to 
come. 


I am honoured to be the sponsor of this legislation. This is 
certainly not my bill; it is Cassidy's bill. I would not have learned as 
much as I have about Purple Day if it were not for her initiating this 
idea. I undoubtedly would not have been the person to bring this 
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forward if it were not for Cassidy Megan and her efforts and her bold 
idea. 


Let us recognize Cassidy's bold idea. Let us recognize Cassidy's 
imagination. Let us recognize Cassidy's courage. Let us move the 
bill forward. 


@ (1145) 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
want to acknowledge my colleague for bringing forward Bill C-278. 
The member's comments were very helpful and accurate from my 
personal experience in living with a family member with seizure 
disorder. 


I was particularly struck by the member's comments regarding the 
link between epilepsy and greatness. In some countries in Africa 
there is a connection made between those with seizure disorder and 
those who are especially potent, creative people, spiritual healers and 
leaders in their communities. Raising awareness of this disorder is an 
important task and I congratulate the member on this initiative and I 
congratulate Cassidy for having stimulated it. 


Are there specific activities the member would see for Purple 
Day? 


Hon. Geoff Regan: Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for 
her comments and kind words. 


I think Cassidy and others involved with Purple Day to promote 
epilepsy awareness would want people not only to wear purple but 
also to learn about epilepsy on Purple Day, March 26. I would 
encourage everyone to visit the website, epilepsymatters.com, which 
is the website of the Canadian Epilepsy Association. The website has 
some very simple and clear information. 


I would hope that we would have activities not only here but 
elsewhere in other countries. This movement has spread to 60 
countries already. People would become more aware of what 
epilepsy is and how it happens. For example, epilepsy has to do with 
electrical currents in the brain. When there is a bit of an electrical 
storm, one might say, the nerve signals from the brain to the body do 
not work the way they should. The reason a person may be staring is 
that the signals from his or her eyes are not getting to his or her brain 
in order to understand what is happening. 


It is interesting to read and learn about epilepsy. I hope that Purple 
Day would be an occasion for people to take the time to do that. 


@ (1150) 


Mr. Bev Shipley (Lambton—Kent—Middlesex, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank my colleague from Halifax West for 
presenting Bill C-278. The member mentioned what one should do 
when someone is having a seizure. People call 911, but in rural areas 
often it is the firefighters who arrive before the ambulance. They are 
well trained in CPR, but are they trained to know the signs of a 
seizure and what to do if someone is having a seizure? 


Hon. Geoff Regan: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague from 
Lambton—Kent—Middlesex for his kind words, his support of the 
bill and for his question, which is an excellent one. 
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While I would anticipate that people who are first responders 
would have training in how to deal with epilepsy, I do not know for 
sure. Firefighters visit us on the Hill. They were here a few weeks 
ago. We might ask them, or folks in our own ridings, whether that is 
the case. At the very least we can be sure that by promoting Purple 
Day and events that create awareness of this disorder people would 
become aware of what to do. That would include first responders. I 
suspect most of them would be well trained, as is usually the case, 
but it is something to check into to make sure. 


Mrs. Patricia Davidson (Sarnia—Lambton, CPC): Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise to speak to this very important issue that affects so many 
Canadians and their families. Bill C-278 seeks to raise awareness 
about epilepsy by establishing March 26 as Purple Day in Canada. I 
would like to thank the hon. member for Halifax West for 
introducing this important bill. I would further like to congratulate 
him for his advocacy on this matter and especially for his work with 
Cassidy Megan, a constituent from his riding. 


Cassidy is a young Canadian with epilepsy. In 2008, Cassidy 
created the idea of a Purple Day campaign to dispel myths about 
epilepsy and inform those with seizures that they are not alone. 
Cassidy's initiative quickly caught on. In 2009, Purple Day was 
launched internationally. Since then it has been observed by many 
people in countries around the world. Cassidy's work to raise 
awareness about epilepsy represents the best of what young 
Canadians can do and I congratulate her for her efforts. 


Epilepsy is a serious disease that affects over 300,000 Canadians 
and 50 million people worldwide. It is a physical condition 
characterized by sudden brief changes in the way the brain works. 
It is a symptom of a neurological disorder that affects the brain and 
shows itself in the form of seizures. It is usually diagnosed after a 
person has had at least two seizures that were not caused by a known 
medical condition, like extremely low blood sugar. 


Each year approximately 15,000 Canadians, the majority of them 
children and seniors, learn that they have epilepsy. The nature, 
frequency and intensity of epileptic seizures vary from person to 
person. Some seizures are hardly noticed while others are totally 
disabling. Contrary to popular opinion, there is no evidence to 
suggest that they cause brain injury, nor to indicate that they result in 
developmental delay. There is no cure for epilepsy. The major form 
of treatment for Canadians with epilepsy is long-term drug therapy. 
The side effects of this medication and the costs associated with it 
are burdens that Canadians bear every day. 


Despite this, we now know that epilepsy is perfectly compatible 
with a normal, happy and full life. Most people with epilepsy go to 
school, make friends, date, have jobs and raise families. It is not 
always easy. Sometimes coping with the reactions of other people 
can be the most difficult part of living with this disorder. Oftentimes, 
the very unpredictability of seizures can lead to low self-esteem and 
self-confidence, as well as depression. However, by raising 
awareness of what it is like to live with epilepsy, we can help 
affected Canadians to reach their full potential. 


Although many Canadians living with this condition lead full and 
successful lives, others will need ongoing support from their 
families, friends and caregivers, as well as the health system. Good 
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medical care is based on a partnership and commitment between 
health providers, patients and caregivers. 


We know that caring for patients with chronic medical and 
neurological disorders is often associated with significant stress and 
additional responsibility for family and friends. We are just starting 
to learn about the burden experienced by caregivers of patients with 
epilepsy and how to support them. 


The burden of care carries emotional, psychological, physical and 
economic impacts, as well as related distressing feelings such as 
loneliness, shame, anger and feelings of guilt. Validation and the 
right support system have been shown to have a positive impact on 
patients and their caregivers, and we have to continue efforts in this 
area. Support systems for people with epilepsy, their families and 
their caregivers exist in the form of national organizations that 
provide information and support for Canadians living with epilepsy 
and their families and friends. 


For example, Epilepsy Canada, founded in 1966, is a non-profit 
organization whose mission is to enhance the quality of life for 
persons affected by epilepsy. Through promotion and support of 
research, education and awareness initiatives, this organization is 
building understanding and acceptance of epilepsy. 


The Canadian Epilepsy Alliance is a Canada-wide network of 
grassroots organizations dedicated to the promotion of independence 
and quality of life for people with epilepsy and their families. By 
providing support services, information, advocacy and public 
awareness, it too is working to make a difference for those living 
with epilepsy. 


Likewise, the Government of Canada is pleased to work with its 
partners and stakeholders to promote epilepsy awareness by 
investing in activities that support a stronger evidence base and 
strengthen our knowledge of epilepsy. 


The Government of Canada recognizes the challenges facing 
people with epilepsy, their families and their caregivers. The strength 
and resolve that they demonstrate each and every day is an 
inspiration to us all. 
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The government applauds efforts like those of Cassidy to erase the 
social stigma associated with epilepsy and to help establish stronger 
communities for people affected by it. Our support of Bill C-278 is a 
small but significant way in which we can promote understanding 
and continue to show support for those with epilepsy. 
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The government is also committed to ensuring that Canadians 
with epilepsy have stable access to safe, effective and affordable 
treatment. For many people living with epilepsy, long-term drug 
therapies are an essential element of their treatment regime. As such, 
I would like to outline some of the ways the government does this. 


The federal government regulates all drugs in Canada, including 
anti-epileptic drugs. This work ensures that high quality drugs are 
safe and effective when they reach the Canadian marketplace. 
Through the Patented Medicine Prices Review Board, the govern- 
ment further ensures that the prices for new drugs reaching the 
market, including those that are breakthrough drugs, are not 
excessive. | 


The role of the government does not end when drugs are approved 
for sale in the Canadian market. Decisions must be made about 
which drugs to use. This is especially true with epilepsy. Epilepsy 
takes many forms and there are many drugs available to treat it. 
Access to evidence-based information is therefore crucial for making 
informed decisions that harness the benefits of drug therapies while 
getting the best value from every health care dollar. 


The Canadian Agency for Drugs and Technologies in Health 
provides decision makers with the evidence, analysis, advice and 
recommendations they require to make informed decisions on the 
treatment of conditions such as epilepsy. The agency administers the 
Common Drug Review, a pan-Canadian process for generating 
objective, rigorous reviews of the clinical, cost-effectiveness and 
patient evidence for drugs. The Common Drug Review also provides 
formulary listing recommendations to the publicly funded drug plans 
in Canada and makes its recommendations public so Canadians can 
have access to information that affects the health care they receive. 


This work proved valuable for people with epilepsy, most recent 
in a rapid-response report issued by the Canadian Agency for Drugs 
and Technologies in Health in April 2011. The. report listed 
guidelines for when a single drug should be used for epilepsy 
treatment and for when more than one drug should be used. It 
indicated which drugs to use when more than one drug was needed 
and it provided these guidelines for adults, pregnant women and 
children. This report will be useful for patients, physicians and 
pharmacists alike. It will facilitate the decisions surrounding which 
drug to take and under what circumstances. A single, clear and 
Canada-wide standard was not available prior to this. 


Another rapid response report was issued in April 2011 on the 
safety and comparative effectiveness profile of a new drug for 
epilepsy. The new drug was assessed against standard epilepsy drug 
therapies for clinical effectiveness, safety and cost effectiveness. The 
report provides evidence to help set the new drug in the context of 
other drug therapies available. This makes it easier for people with 
epilepsy and their health care team to decide whether to use the new 
drug and why. 


Through the work of the Canadian Agency for Drugs and 
Technologies in Health, the government helps epilepsy patients and 
physicians decide on a course of treatment according to the best 
available evidence. Additionally, the government recognizes that 
when it comes to people with neurological conditions, there is a lot 
that we simply do not know. Epilepsy is no exception to this. That is 
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why the government has been supporting research to raise awareness 
and improve our understanding of epilepsy. 


One such research initiative is a four year national population 
health study of neurological conditions announced in 2009. This 
initiative is a suite of studies aiming to fill gaps in knowledge about 
individuals with neurological conditions, their families and their 
caregivers. The studies are administered by the Public Health 
Agency of Canada. They will provide key information to improve 
current knowledge about the incidence and prevalence of neurolo- 
gical conditions. Some will study the risk factors for the 
development and progression of neurological conditions. Others 
will investigate the use of health services by patients, identify gaps in 
the services and recommend improvements. Finally, studies will 
assess the impact of neurological conditions on individuals, families, 
caregivers and communities. 


Canadians living with epilepsy face unique physical and social 
challenges in managing their condition. We have made great strides 
in helping people with epilepsy to lead full and happy lives, but there 
is still much work to be done. Bill C-278 is a step in the right 
direction. By declaring March 26 to be purple day in Canada, we 
will be working with a community of people with epilepsy, their 
families and their caregivers to demystify the social stigma 
surrounding epilepsy. 
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[Translation | 


Mr. Dany Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
today we are debating Bill C-278. Before I start my speech, I want to 
give a little background for those who may be watching at home. In 
2008, a young girl from Halifax named Cassidy Megan, then 9 years 
old, wanted to get other children in her circle talking about epilepsy 
and to let other children living with epilepsy know that they are not 
alone. I would be very happy if this day were recognized finally by 
Parliament in 2011. 


Thanks to the Epilepsy Association of Nova Scotia, Purple Day is 
now celebrated in over 35 countries. Epilepsy affects over 50 million 
people in the world—more than multiple sclerosis, cerebral palsy, 
muscular dystrophy and Parkinson's disease combined. We invest a 
lot of money in the diseases I just mentioned and there is a lot of 
work done to promote awareness. However, epilepsy is often 
forgotten. It would be a very good thing for Parliament to pass this 
bill. 


I would like to explain what epilepsy is, as most people have only 
a passing knowledge of it. We have seen the shocking images of a 
child convulsing on the floor, sometimes foaming at the mouth. We 
do not know what to do when that happens. I am going to talk a little 
bit about what happens when someone has epilepsy. 
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Epilepsy is a brain disorder that causes seizures. Abnormal 
functioning of the brain's cells produces a sudden, acute, fleeting 
electrical discharge in certain parts of the brain. After an abnormal 
electrical discharge, people having an epileptic seizure experience a 
change in their usual personality for a moment. They lose control of 
their body. They lose consciousness. That is really what happens. 


Epilepsy 1s one of the most common neurological disorders. Some 
50 million people around the world have epilepsy and an estimated 
one in 100 Canadians has it. That is a rather significant number. The 
average person easily knows 100 people. It is quite possible that one 
of them has epilepsy. It could be a young child, an adult or a senior. 
This disorder can cause other problems related to the person's age. I 
will get into that a little later. 


One in 100 Canadians adds up to 300,000 people in Canada, 
which is not insignificant. This is a global problem, a national 
problem. It is important that both the NDP and the rest of House of 
Commons take concrete measures to help those suffering from 
epilepsy and the loved ones taking care of them. We must also raise 
awareness among all Canadians about what people with epilepsy are 
going through. 


Epilepsy affects more people than multiple sclerosis, cerebral 
palsy, muscular dystrophy and Parkinson's disease combined. It is a 
major problem in Canada. How does epilepsy affect everyday life? 
According to the International League Against Epilepsy, epilepsy 
can have serious physical, psychological and social repercussions 
due mainly to the unpredictability of the seizures. During these 
seizures, people lose control of their bodies. They do not choose at 
what time of day or night an abnormal electrical discharge is going 
to trigger a seizure. 


Imagine what could happen on the roads if a person is driving and 
suffers an epileptic seizure. Imagine what could happen if someone 
was going down the stairs and had a seizure. Losing control of your 
body is a serious problem. The physical dangers are particularly 
worrying because the seizures are unpredictable. Surely the two 
examples I just provided demonstrate why I feel that epilepsy is a 
problem that Parliament should be addressing. 


I want to provide another example. This one focuses more on the 
psychological and social aspects of epilepsy. A new father does not 
dare hold his newborn for fear of having a seizure and dropping the 
baby. Epilepsy can have numerous repercussions on an individual's 
life, no matter what his or her age. It is important for children to be 
accepted at school and in their social circle. Children who have an 
epileptic seizure at school could feel stigmatized because their 
classmates do not understand what is happening. 
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There could be social implications for these children who have 
epileptic episodes. 


If we look outside Canada at developing countries, one statistic 
claims that 60% to 90% of people living with epilepsy do not receive 
any form of treatment because of a lack of resources and health care 
services as well as social stigma. Many people are left untreated and 
must live with this condition without any hope for improvement to 
or, at the very least, control over their situation. And epilepsy can be 
controlled. 


In terms of treatment, at least 70% of people with’ epilepsy react 
well to treatment, but 30% do not respond to currently available 
treatments and still have uncontrolled seizures. In Canada, where 
people receive treatment, three-quarters of them take medication and 
their epilepsy is under control. However, there are still gaps in the 
medical and pharmaceutical science: the medication does not work - 
for one person out of every four. 


It is therefore important that Canada invest in research in order to 
find new anti-epileptic drugs that will help these people in their lives. 


It is also important to improve access to global epilepsy 
assessment and treatment programs. Epilepsy affects Canadians 
and people outside Canada. It is also important to make everyone 
aware of this condition. It is not an illness; it is a condition. 


It is also important to increase funding for research in this area. As 
I mentioned earlier, the medication available is insufficient and is not 
yet effective in all cases. It is therefore important to invest in 
research. 


The pharmaceutical aspect aside, there is also another possible 
treatment. As I already said, one in four Canadians does not respond 
to the medication, or the medication is not effective in treating them. 
Surgery could therefore be a worthwhile option. It is the only 
solution for at least half of the people who do not respond to the 
medication. It is therefore important to make these young people 
aware that there is another form of treatment available and to 
advance the research to make this treatment safer. 


I would now like to present the NDP's position. We are in favour 
of this bill. This day has been celebrated across the world for a 
number of years now. It is important that it be celebrated as early as 
possible in Canada and that it be enshrined in law. 


However, I am a bit disappointed that this bill is not larger in 
scope. In the end, the bill merely serves to designate March 26 as 
Epilepsy Awareness Day and to encourage people to wear purple on 
that day. 


In our opinion, it would be better to take this bill one step further 
in order to find concrete measures to help those who suffer from 
epilepsy and their loved ones. However, this bill is a step in the right 
direction. 


I have an interesting statistic for you. Right now, we know that 
there is a drug shortage in Canada. We know that the Conservative 
government is dragging its feet on developing a strategy to solve this 
problem. 


However, according to a briefing note about anti-epileptic drug 
shortages by the Canadian Epilepsy Alliance, drug manufacturers are 
not in any rush to address the current shortages, which largely affect 
lower-cost generic drugs with small profit margins. 


The shortage of drugs used to treat epilepsy can have serious 
consequences that can reduce the quality of life of those with the 
condition and even put their lives at risk. 


Earlier I mentioned that 70% of people—an encouraging statistic 
—react well to the medication. However, people need to be able to 
access that medication. 
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I would also like to talk briefly about some figures. As I said, the 
unpredictable nature of seizures can put people's lives at risk. Given 
that epilepsy can lower self-esteem and cause depression or even 
suicidal thoughts, it is very important that we address this. 


Once this bill passes, I hope the Conservatives will go above and 
beyond the provisions of this bill and implement concrete measures 
to help people with epilepsy and their loved ones, and to tackle drug 
shortages. People need their medication. It would be appreciated if 
the government could show some leadership on this. 
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A tax credit for family caregivers could also be very worthwhile. 
As we know, very few measures exist. It would be a small step, and 
we encourage the government to do more. 


[English] 
Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would 


like to begin by commending the member for Halifax West for 
introducing this important bill, Bill C-278, the purple day act. 


The member, as we know, has served his constituents very well 
over the years, having been an MP for much of the last two decades, 
and has also had the distinction of serving as a senior member in the 
federal cabinet of the previous Liberal government. 


His efforts here today reflect his passion to make the lives of 
others better, and his initiative to mark March 26 as a day to create 
awareness for epilepsy in Canada is welcomed. 


It is also heartening to see that the bill appears to have support on 
both sides of the House and that it will proceed through the normal 
parliamentary process and receive royal assent in due time. I say this 
because it is important that this issue not be viewed as a political 
one, but rather as an opportunity for the House to express an opinion 
on a matter that affects so many Canadians. 


As we have heard from the member for Halifax West, it is 
motivated by one of his constituents, Cassidy Megan, who chose the 
colour purple after the international colour for epilepsy, lavender. 


The lavender flower, as we may know and as has been mentioned, 
is a flower that is often associated with solitude, with being alone. It 
is that feeling of isolation that many people affected by epilepsy and 
seizure disorders often feel. They often feel that no one understands. 


However, we do want to understand. This bill would help. 


Epilepsy affects over 300,000 Canadians and over 50 million 
people worldwide. Many of us here today can only imagine what it 
must be like to be afflicted with epilepsy. We can only imagine what 
it must be like to be at work, on a school playground, in a classroom, 
perhaps on a date, or in any other number of situations when a 
seizure occurs. We can only imagine what it would be like to be 
young like Cassidy and looking to obtain a driver's licence, or 
perhaps wanting to embark on a career in the trades, to operate heavy 
equipment, to be a medical doctor or a dentist, but being unable to 
because of the possibility of a seizure and its attendant con- 
sequences. A young person's life choices are limited because of this 
unfortunate condition. 


Far too often, people who suffer from epilepsy feel embarrassed 
and worry what others might think. That is why this bill is important. 
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The bill from the member for Halifax West is designed to create 
awareness about epilepsy for Canadians like me, who may not fully 
understand what happens when a person has a seizure and what we 
can do to perhaps assist when one occurs. 


Today is a first step in our efforts to create awareness. We hope 
that with passage of the bill, each March 26 this House and all 
Canadians will focus on this important issue. 


There is much to be learned. For those watching—and I realize 
that the member for Halifax West has recounted some of these 
measures—I wish to point out a few things that one could do to 
assist someone who is having a seizure. I would like to read them 
into the record today, because it is important that Canadians have as 
much information as possible. 


If we witness a seizure, we cannot stop it, so please do not try. 


People should not shake or hold the person who is having a 
seizure. 


Nothing should be put in the person's mouth. People do not 
swallow their tongues during seizures. Even trying to give medicine 
could cause choking. 


Something soft, such as a pillow or a rolled-up coat, should be 
placed under the person's head. This action would help to protect the 
head from injury. 


The person may be rolled onto his or her side to keep the airways 
clear. Ties or shirt collars should be loosened. Any nearby hazards, 
such as hot beverages, should be removed. 


When the person regains consciousness, he or she may be dazed 
or tired. 
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It is important to stay calm, provide reassurance and stay beside 
the person until he or she feels better again. If the seizure lasts less 
than five minutes, inquiry should be made about a hospital 
evaluation. 


It is important to call authorities, such as 911, if the following 
conditions exist: if the person having the seizure is pregnant, injured 
or a diabetic; if the seizure happens in water; if it lasts longer than 
five minutes; if a second seizure begins before the person regains 
consciousness; if the person does not begin breathing normally or 
does not return to consciousness after the seizure stops; or if this is a 
first seizure. 


I want to thank all organizations and volunteers who work to 
improve the lives of people who suffer from epilepsy. It is important 
that we create awareness, and I believe this bill does just that. I am 
honoured to have had the opportunity to second it and speak to it. 


Mr. Bev Shipley (Lambton—Kent—Middlesex, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I also want to thank the member for Halifax West for 
bringing forward this bill. 


It was initiated by Cassidy Megan, a young lady who was seven 
years old. She must have incredible self-esteem and self-confidence, 
and I thank her for that. 
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The bill seeks to raise awareness of epilepsy by establishing 
March 26 as purple day in Canada. On March 26 we can encourage 
people to wear the colour purple to show their support for people 
living with this terrible disease. 


From the outset, I want to say to the member that we will be 
supporting the bill. 


In the context of the bill, I would like to take a few minutes to tell 
the House more about epilepsy and the experience of Canadians who 
live with this condition. 


Epilepsy is a chronic neurological disorder. It causes brief 
recurring seizures. Currently epilepsy affects 1% of Canadians. An 
estimated 160,000 people are living with this disease. 


Every year, approximately 15,000 Canadians learn that they have 
epilepsy. While epilepsy occurs at all ages, about 60% of new 
patients are either young children or seniors. The good news is that 
in about half of the children diagnosed with epilepsy, the seizures 
will eventually disappear over time. 


As the baby boom generation reaches retirement age, the number 
of epilepsy cases among the elderly, unfortunately, is expected to 
rise. Brain tumours, head trauma, substance abuse and serious 
infections are the most common causes of epilepsy. However, often 
the cause of epilepsy 1s unknown, leaving patients wondering about 
the issue. 


Although many people living with epilepsy enjoy productive 
lives, living with this condition presents significant challenges for 
patients, their families and their society. 


Epilepsy can affect participation in key aspects of life. Some of 
those, such as community, school, employment and leisure have 
been talked about earlier today. Because of the fear of social stigma, 
many people suffering with epilepsy are reluctant to admit they have 
it and seek treatment. As a result, the numbers of Canadians living 
with epilepsy are likely even greater than originally thought. This is 
why Cassidy Megan needs to be thanked for her initiative in 
bringing forward purple day. 


There is no cure for epilepsy. At best, medications and other 
treatments can help manage seizures. Despite advances in diagnosis 
and treatment, epilepsy is among the least understood of all chronic 
conditions. 


We know that greater awareness and acceptance can help. They 
can help address the stigma associated with this disease and they can 
help improve the lives of Canadians who have epilepsy. 


Bill C-278 builds on significant efforts already under way to 
support people living with epilepsy by raising the awareness of all 
Canadians about this challenging disease. 


This year the Minister of Health recognized March as National 
Epilepsy Month. This gesture was another important step in raising 
awareness and improving the quality of life of those living with 
epilepsy across Canada. 


In the spirit of Bill C-278, the Government of Canada has been 
supporting research to improve our understanding of epilepsy. 
Through the national population study on neurological diseases, the 
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Government of Canada is working with the major neurological 
charities, including the Canadian Epilepsy Alliance, to implement a 
four-year study of Canadians affected by neurological disorders, 
including epilepsy. 


The Canadian Epilepsy Alliance is a nationwide network 
dedicated to the promotion of independence and quality of life for 
people with epilepsy and their families through support services, 
information, advocacy and public awareness. 
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The Government of Canada provided $15 million over four years 
to undertake the study. It is the first ever comprehensive national 
study on the impacts of neurological conditions on Canadians. It will 
help us fill gaps in what we know about neurological conditions, 
including epilepsy. In fact, it is a suite of studies designed to answer 
important questions that will help us all understand the impact of 
brain conditions on those living with these diseases, as well their 
families and caregivers. Teams of researchers across the country are 
working together to conduct these studies. 


While neurological conditions differ in their underlying causes 
and effects on the brain and nervous system, they share many 
common features. Whether people are living with epilepsy, 
Alzheimer's or Parkinson's disease, they face similar challenges in 
accessing the support they need in order to improve and maintain 
their quality of life. 


This neurological study is exploring the everyday experience of 
living and managing neurological conditions such as epilepsy. It will 
improve our knowledge about its prevalence, risk factors, use of 
health services, economic costs and the impact of neurological 
diseases, both current and projected, over the next 20 years. 


As well, the government has invested in other measures to better 
understand epilepsy and to fill in the knowledge gaps through 
research by raising awareness. Raising awareness is exactly what 
Bill C-278 is about. 


Between 2006 and 2010, the Canadian Institutes of Health 
Research, CIHR, invested almost $40 million into epilepsy research 
that will deepen our knowledge of the disease. The research will 
ultimately help build awareness of the impact of genetics on 
epilepsy, how epilepsy affects brain development, as well as 
interventions to improve the quality of care and well-being for 
those living with epilepsy. Overall, research like this will improve 
our capacity to respond more effectively. 


Bill C-278 recognizes that the value of research is key to building 
awareness through a better understanding of the condition. 


The CIHR has two leading institutes that support epilepsy 
research, the Institute of Neurosciences, Mental Health and 
Addiction, and the Institute of Human Development, Child and 
Youth Health. These research institutes engage the research 
community in the creation of new knowledge and then translate it 
to inform policies and programs, all with the goal of improving the 
health of Canadians. 
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Through the CIHR, the Government of Canada continues to 
support researchers undertaking epilepsy research at post-secondary 
institutions across Canada. For example, the University of Toronto's 
Centre of Research and Neurodegenerative Diseases and McGill 
University's Montreal Neurological Institute and Hospital. 


In June of this year, the CIHR funded the brain connectivity 
workshop in Montreal to bring together leading experts on brain 
development, epilepsy and neuroscience. This work will help 
strengthen the collaboration between Canadian scientists and experts 
around the world. By working in partnership, we will increase our 
understanding of epilepsy. 


Those are all steps in the right direction. By learning more about 
the impacts of epilepsy, we will gain reliable information on its 
effects on us as Canadians. Through knowledge, we can build 
awareness of this important disease. 


Bill C-278 would be another step forward for Canada toward 
raising awareness of epilepsy. It would be a clear sign of our support 
for those living with this challenging condition. 
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[Translation] 


Mrs. Djaouida Sellah (Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, here on this side of the House, we support the principle of 
the bill introduced by the hon. member for Halifax West. Given that 
Canadians with epilepsy still face a great deal of prejudice, 
parliamentary recognition of a day dedicated to epilepsy awareness 
represents an excellent initiative. I thank the hon. member for 
Halifax West and Cassidy Megan, who first suggested declaring such 
a day back in 2008. 


Thus, I support this bill in principle. Unfortunately, as it stands, 
the bill contains a few translation errors. The most significant error in 
the bill is the use of the expression “Journée pourpre” in French, 
when the term recognized by epilepsy advocacy groups in Quebec 
and the official term used by the Canadian Epilepsy Alliance is 
“Journée lavande”. I will be very happy to propose this amendment 
once the bill is referred to committee. I would also like to draw the 
House's attention to the French word “condition” instead of 
“maladie”, as suggested by France Picard, the executive director of 
the Association québécoise de l'épilepsie. 


As I mentioned earlier, I support this bill in principle. We need to 
raise awareness among Canadians about a condition that affects 
more than 300,000 people in Canada, including 45,000 in Quebec, 
along with their families, relatives and friends. Those affected face 
many myths and prejudices every day. Some of these prejudices are 
minor but others have more serious consequences. In Montreal, a 
young woman was fired by her employer after indicating on 
insurance forms that she has epilepsy. Her employer was unaware 
that, like two-thirds of those affected by epilepsy, this young woman 
uses medication to manage her seizures and the likelihood that she 
will miss work because of seizures is low. This is an example of the 
type of prejudice that people with epilepsy still have to deal with 
today. These prejudices have a serious impact on their lives. It would 
be easy to say that this example is only an anecdote and an isolated 
incident, but organizations working in this field regularly see such 
cases. 
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Prejudices against people with epilepsy and the fear of epilepsy 
create additional obstacles for those living with the condition. As I 
just mentioned, employment can be affected, although not everyone 
with epilepsy has been fired or is unemployed. Organizations 
working in this area have clearly stated that people with epilepsy are 
more likely to be underemployed or unemployed. Access to 
education is also an obstacle for some people. 


Prejudices cause mental health problems. Rejection by school 
friends or colleagues due to ignorance about epilepsy affects one's 
social life, love life and self-confidence. The resulting isolation 
translates into higher rates of depression and, unfortunately, higher 
rates of suicide than the Canadian average. 


Raising public awareness will definitely have a positive effect on 
the lives of all Canadians affected by epilepsy. Knowledge can dispel 
prejudices arising from ignorance. Furthermore, educating health 
professionals is also desirable and a day of awareness will help. 


For certain people with this illness, surgery is the only possible 
treatment. But there are currently too few specialists who realize that 
surgery is no longer a last resort for treating epilepsy—far from it, in 
fact. There is now a tool available to health care professionals that 
allows them to evaluate whether a patient should be referred for 
surgery or not. It was created by a team led by Dr. Nathalie Jetté 
from the University of Calgary. It is available online to all health 
care professionals. I would like to congratulate them publicly for this 
tool. 


© (1230) 


An epilepsy awareness day would educate the public and health 
care professionals about epilepsy, its consequences and treatments. 


For the majority of people with epilepsy, treatment is simple: 
medication. Medication allows them to live their lives without the 
perpetual fear of a seizure. Medication also allows them to get a 
driver's licence and hold down a job. 


Right now, a lack of certain medications is threatening to leave 
many cases of epilepsy untreated. The Canadian Epilepsy Alliance 
sounded the alarm in October and it was unequivocal: lack of 
medication can endanger the lives of those with this condition. Lack 
of medication means that the seizures will start again. Changing 
medication can also have the same effect. 


How can the government see this situation and sit idly by? We 
need to put words into action. If the House supports this bill—which 
I hope will be the case—it also has the moral obligation to ensure 
that those living with epilepsy do not have to deal with additional 
obstacles due to factors such as the quest for profit or the fact that 
certain companies are no longer producing less profitable drugs. 
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The minister and this government must take immediate action to 
solve the shortage of anti-epileptic drugs and many other drugs. This 
government must not allow itself to be fooled by the pharmaceutical 
industry. It must take action to ensure that all Canadians have access 
to the drugs prescribed by their health professionals. Furthermore, 
Canadians have the right to know what measures this government is 
taking to ensure our drug supply and, if that is not the case, to know 
why this government feels justified in endangering the lives of 
thousands of Canadians because of its inaction. 


The drug shortage is not a new phenomenon, and this government 
needs to be accountable and explain why it has not taken any action 
or any effective measures to resolve this problem. 


I truly hope that this bill passes and that March 26 is declared 
Purple Day. It is important that this House recognize the initiative 
put forward by a young Canadian, especially since it is already 
recognized in over 45 countries. I can only hope that this bill will 
ensure that the Minister of Health pays special attention to this issue 
and tries to solve the drug shortage. Now would also be a good time 
to implement some of the measures we suggested during the last 
election campaign, such as a family caregiver tax benefit, which 
would certainly help the families of those with more severe cases of 
epilepsy. 
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The time provided 
for the consideration of private members! business has now expired, 
and the order is dropped to the bottom of the order of precedence on 
the order paper. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 


SENATE REFORM ACT 


The House resumed from October 3 consideration of the motion 
that Bill C-7, An Act respecting the selection of senators and 
amending the Constitution Act, 1867 in respect of Senate term 
limits, be read the second time and referred to a committee. 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it 
gives me a great deal of pleasure to rise today to speak on behalf of 
the official opposition and the good people of Vancouver Kingsway 
regarding C-7, An Act respecting the selection of senators and 
amending the Constitution Act, 1867 in respect of Senate term 
limits. 


Before I proceed, for Canadians watching, I am one of the men 
that has a moustache in honour of movember, which is a time when 
we remember the very real effects of prostate cancer and encourage 
men across the country to not only get checked but to raise funds to 
help defeat this disease that has not only taken the lives of many 
men, but is something that afflicted the past leader of the NDP, the 
Hon. Jack Layton. 


When we talk about the Senate, it conjures up a number of 
concepts in the minds of most Canadians. Unelected, undemocratic, 


unaccountable, political patronage and elitist are words that have 


been cemented in the minds of Canadians whenever they think of the 
Senate of Canada. 


Modern democratic nations do not have representative chambers 
that are unelected. Modern democratic nations do not have 
representational chambers that are regionally imbalanced and 
unequal, with the principle of representation by population being 
completely ignored and frozen in a time two centuries past. Modern 
democratic nations do not have representative chambers where a 
ruling head of state hand-picks legislators who are the head's 
fundraisers, failed candidates and partisan supporters. 


Modern democratic nations do not have representative chambers 
where people are appointed for life or until they are 75 years old, 
while the people who senators supposedly represent have no means 
to remove them. Modern democratic nations do not have 
representative chambers where the members spend their time 
campaigning for the ruling party on the public dime on the 
taxpayer-funded purse. They do not have chambers where unelected, 
patronage appointed members block legislation passed by a 
democratically elected chamber. 


Modern democracies do not have chambers that restrict member- 
ship to those who own property, in the case of Canada $4,000 in 
land, and are closed to Canadians who do not. In fact, that is why 
Canada stands almost alone in the world among modern democratic 
nations with an anachronism from the past, a sordid past, a shameful 
history and a dubious future. That is why every province in Canada 
that had such a body abolished it in 1968. 


I want to mention a few facts about the issue of abolishing the 
Senate. 


Ontario Premier Dalton McGuinty and Nova Scotia Premier 
Darrell Dexter have openly called for the abolition of the Senate. The 
premier of my province, British Columbia, Premier Christy Clark, 
has said that the Senate no longer plays a useful role in 
Confederation. Manitoba maintains its position of Senate abolition, 
although it has plans in place for the contingency that Senate 
elections are required should this bill be passed. Quebec has called 
this legislation unconstitutional and has said that it will launch a 
provincial court appeal if the bill proceeds without the consultation 
of provinces, which have not occurred to date. So far the bill is 
opposed by premiers of provinces representing the vast majority of 
Canadians. 


In terms of what Canadians think, public support for a referendum 
on the Senate is growing. An Angus Reid survey from July, just 
some months ago, showed 71% of Canadians were in favour of 
holding a referendum to decide the future of the Senate. Members of 
the Conservative government stand in the House virtually every day 
and say that they have received a strong mandate from the Canadian 
public. They received 39% of the vote in the last election and 61% of 
Canadians did not support them. They consider 39% of the Canadian 
public to be a strong mandate. I hope members of the Conservative 
government recognize that when 71% of Canadians support a 
referendum on the Senate that is an even stronger mandate. 
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Thirty-six per cent of Canadians support the abolition of the 
Senate right now and that is without any kind of public education 
campaign or national discourse or dialogue, which I am sure would 
elevate that number to well over 50% very quickly. There have been 
13 attempts to reform the Senate since 1900 and all of them have 
failed. 


I want to outline what the bill would do. 


The bill would restrict all senators appointed to the Senate after 
October 14, 2008, to a single nine-year term. It purports to give 
provinces and territories the opportunity to choose to hold elections 
at their cost and to determine which names will be submitted to the 
Prime Minister for his consideration. The bill clearly states that the 
Prime Minister is not required to appoint anyone so-called elected by 
the provinces. The bill would not make it mandatory that the Prime 
Minister would appoint a person so elected. In other words, it does 
not actually change the way senators are currently appointed, which 
is that the Prime Minister is free to appoint whomever he or she 
chooses. 


Bill C-7 appears from the outset to be a rather vague and once 
again confused legislation, which is clumsily attempting to pursue a 
number of objectives without any clear focus. The reforms outlined 
in the bill continue the undemocratic nature of the Senate and do not 
provide, in any way, what Canada needs as a modern democratic 
nation. 


I will go through some of the major flaws in the bill. 


When I said that the government had been a little bit confused, 
previous Conservative bills called for federally-regulated electoral 
processes. This one calls for provincially-regulated electoral 
processes. Another bill the Conservatives tabled called for eight- 
year term limits. This one has nine-year term limits. 


The Conservatives have not properly consulted with the provinces 
about whether they agree with the content of the bill. When the bill 
was first introduced in June, Conservative senators, even those 
appointed by the current Prime Minister, pushed back against any 
plans for Senate term limits, even those who were supposedly 
appointed after giving their word that they would respect term limits. 


The bill would retain the fundamental flaw that senators would 
remain unaccountable to the Canadian people. By only being 
allowed to serve one term, senators would never have to face the 
public to account for the promises they made to get elected or the 
decisions that they took in the previous nine years. Then they would 
get a pension for life after they left office. So much for fiscal 
accountability from the Conservatives. 


Having an elected Senate would fundamentally change the nature 
of politics in Canada. It would create a two-tier Senate where those 
who were elected likely would feel that they would have more 
legitimacy. Later in my speech I will talk more about where we run 
into conflicts with the role and authority of the provinces to speak on 
behalf of the people in those provinces versus the senators. 


Since the Senate has virtually the same powers as the House, an 
elected Senate would give greater legitimacy for the Senate to 
introduce legislation or oppose bills sent from the House of 
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Commons. We very well could end up with the same kind of 
gridlock that we see in the United States, and I will talk about that in 
a few minutes as well. 


The safest, the most conservative approach to the Senate is to 
abolish it. We know how the House of Commons works, but we 
have no idea what would happen with an elected Senate. 


Let us reflect on the history and role of the Senate which 
originated in the British parliamentary system as the House of Lords. 
For hundreds of years the so-called upper chamber has been a 
symbol of nobility and power in place to prevent the commoners in 
the lower house from affecting the privileged lives of those who 
enjoy more than their fair share of the product of the nation. Indeed, 
our own Prime Minister has described the Senate as “a relic of the 
19th century”, echoing my view that its presence continues to give 
merit to an outdated concept. 


During the last election, Jack Layton said that something had 
changed with the Prime Minister. The Prime Minister used to talk 
about being democratically accountable. He used to talk about things 
like the Senate being something that had no business opposing or 
blocking legislation from the House of Commons, where senators 
who were appointed had no. business being patronage appointments. 
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The Prime Minister has stuffed the Senate with his political 
friends and with failed candidates. He either allowed or required the 
unelected senators to block environmental legislation passed 
democratically in the House of Commons after three readings. It is 
funny how things change when someone is in power. 


The bill would do nothing to address the wider issues around the 
Senate, that its relevance and role comes from a shameful past of 
elitism and distrust of the ability of the common people to govern 
themselves. How else do we explain a requirement that to hold a 
Senate seat, one must own land? What does that say in 2011, in 
modern Canada, to all the millions of Canadians who rent or who do 
not own land? Is it that they are not fit to pass legislation in the 
Senate of our country? The government does nothing to change that 
rule. 


I said that these reforms were not what Canada needs. This is an 
important message which must be conveyed to Canadians across the 
country. We have a tendency in this modern era to hear the word 
“reform” and automatically assume that this must be a good thing, 
something that we should greet with open arms. However, just 
because something represents reform does not necessarily make it 
good reform. Bill C-7 is not good reform. It represents reform that 
will make Canada's democracy far less efficient, much less 
predictable and is much more radical than the government will 
admit. 


By describing the bill as radical, the government has presented it 
as an evolution of our democratic principles. However, the truth is 
these reforms would dramatically change the way in which our 
Parliament operates. 
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Bill C-7 is being discussed as simply a method of increasing 
democratic legitimacy in our system, but in reality it would not do 
that. In fact, it risks imperilling the very democratic premise it 
purports to improve. It would result in a complete change in the way 
our Parliament operates, with a significantly stronger and more 
active upper chamber. This will undoubtedly create challenges, some 
of which will undermine the efficiency and effectiveness of 
government. 


By electing the Senate as well as the House of Commons, we will 
create two parliamentary bodies that both may claim to have a 
mandate to govern. This is a very dangerous situation for Canada to 
be in. Parliament would lose the clarity that it currently has regarding 
where ultimate authority lies, in the democratically elected 
representatives in the House of Commons. 


The importance of clarity in this area is illustrated by events from 
the last Parliament when my NDP colleague tabled Bill C-311, 
which was a climate change accountability act. The bill went through 
all three readings in debate in the House of Commons, went through 
democratic votes and passed. The bill was then referred to the Senate 
where the Conservative majority in the Senate, who are not elected 
by anybody, who are not accountable to anybody, who sit in that 
chamber for $135,000 a year until they are 75 years of age, voted to 
kill that legislation. That is not democratic; it is autocratic. 


The 2006 Conservative Party platform stated that, “An unelected 
Senate should not be able to block the will of the elected House in 
the 21st century”. What kind of hypocrisy is that? The Conservative 
Party went to the people of the country five years ago and said that 
its position was the Senate, which is unelected, should not block any 
parliamentary legislation that had been passed by the House of 
Commons. Five years later the government caused its Conservative 
senators to do exactly that. That is not undemocratic. That is 
hypocritical and unethical. It was a lie and that is wrong. 


On these grounds, the actions of the Senate, on those two 
occasions, were unwarranted and unacceptable. It is our current 
system that allows us to draw this conclusion. It is clear that in a 
parliamentary democracy, ultimate authority must lie with the 
elected chamber and not with the appointed one. 


Again, the fact is this bill would muddy those waters. If these 
reforms were implemented, then the Senate would have every right 
to throw out a bill that had already passed through the House of 
Commons as the senators, at least those who had been elected, 
would have an equal democratic mandate to the members in this 
place, or may very well claim so. 
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No clearer indication can be given about the dangers of this kind 
of system than what we have seen recently in the United States. With 
the house of representatives and the senate there having equal 
democratic mandates and being controlled by two separate parties, 
the world financial markets were almost brought to their knees. Once 
again, a piece of legislation concerning the debt limit in the United 
States was raised and the bill to borrow more money to keep the 
economy going had to be passed. The U.S. Congress had passed 
similar legislation many times before without a hitch, but on that 
occasion, the well-being of the American people was firmly put to 


one side as the two parties battled it out to achieve their own partisan 
goals. 


This is what the bill risks here. Had one of those two political 
institutions had the clear authority over the other any chance of this 
kind of situation developing would be non-existent. 


That has been the history of the House of Commons and Senate up 
to now. The Senate, being unelected, has always by convention 
refused to exercise its de jure powers and instead restricted itself 
only to holding up legislation, but never to blocking it, until the 
Conservative government of this Prime Minister came into being. 


I would like to raise the issue of the makeup of the Senate going 
forward if the reform outlined in the bill were implemented. These 
changes would result in a completely incoherent upper chamber with 
two tiers of senators. Some would be subject to term limits for nine 
years and be elected, others would be appointed and could serve 
until age 75. What kind of message does this send to Canadians, or 
people all over the world about the reputation of our democratic 
processes? How can a parliamentary institution operate when one 
member has a fresh mandate from the electorate, while the person 
sitting next that member has been there for 25 years with no input 
from those who his or her decisions affect? 


The divisive nature of the reforms also mean that there is a conflict 
set up between the provinces and the Senate. Which body would 
truly speak on behalf of the people of that province? I would argue 
that it is the provincial governments of the country set up by our 
Constitution that have a legitimate democratic mandate to speak for 
the people of those provinces, not the Senate, or senators from those 
provinces, many of whom do not even live in those provinces and 
have only a very tangential relationship with those provinces. 


I know I am running out of time so I want to talk about a couple of 
quick facts that I think are important; one is money. The 
Conservative government that has given us a massive $610 billion 
debt and the largest deficits in Canadian history still wants to 
maintain a chamber that costs Canadian taxpayers over $100 million 
per year and is undemocratic. ; 


We could abolish the Senate, as the New Democrats have 
suggested, and save the taxpayers $100 million a year with 
absolutely not one iota of deleterious affect on the democratic 
health of our nation. We could make our government more efficient 
and more effective. We could be quicker. I have heard members 
opposite talk about the slow rate with which it passes legislation. 
They are frustrated by how long it takes to get legislation passed. 


By abolishing the Senate we could dispense with three readings 
and committee study, and speed up legislation, which is what 
Canadians want in this country, according to the Conservatives. 


Why do the Conservatives not abolish the Senate? Why do they 
tinker around the edges? Why do they continue to take a 
fundamentally flawed and undemocratic chamber and continue to 
make it a flawed and undemocratic chamber? It makes no sense. 
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I want to talk briefly about the people of Vancouver Kingsway. I 
come from a riding where David Emerson was elected as a Liberal 
and two weeks later crossed the floor to sit as a Conservative. The 
people of Vancouver Kingsway rose up like few citizens, or few 
ridings, in this country have ever done. They loudly expressed their 
commitment to democracy in this country because what Mr. 
Emerson did was a betrayal of democracy. 


Here, we are talking about a chamber that is stuffed with failed 
Conservative candidates, like Yonah Martin, Josée Verner, Fabian 
Manning, people who ran in elections, placed themselves before the 
people of the country for their democratic mandate and were 
rejected, then find themselves appointed by the Prime Minister to the 
Senate and serve as legislators, even though the people of this 
country said they did not want to give them their trust or a mandate 
to do so. That is outrageous. That is an outrage in a democracy, when 
former fundraisers and failed Conservative candidates end up in the 
Senate. The Liberals were no better. They did the exact same thing 
when they were in power. 


It is time that people in this country follow the New Democratic 
lead and abolish the Senate. That is the only responsible, reasonable, 
democratic measure that can be taken in this country, and I urge all 
members of the House to do so. 
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Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague from Vancouver Kingsway for 
his eloquence in discussing what we believe are the concerns with 
the Senate. 


I have always believed that the Senate has two roles in life. One is 
to peer review executive legislation from the House of Commons 
and, because senators do not have a constituency per se, to carry out 
in-depth studies facing the challenges of our society. For example, 
the Michael Kirby report on mental health was very good. I thought 
it was well done. 


However, that is not what the Senate has been doing for the 
longest time. It rubber stamps legislation from the government. Bill 
C-311 the environmental bill, was passed by this House of 
Commons and the appointed, unelected Senate, without one witness, 
killed the bill without a word of debate. After all the work that the 
elected members of Parliament did to get it through this House and 
the years it took, for a bunch of unelected, unaccountable people to 
kill it is not democracy. 


I would like my hon. colleague to elaborate on the fact that this is 
what unelected, unaccountable people can do to override the wishes 
of the majority of the members of Parliament representing the 
majority of Canadians. 


Mr. Don Davies: Mr. Speaker, part of the preamble to Bill C-7 
states: 
—Parliament wishes to maintain the essential characteristics of the Senate within 


Canada’s parliamentary democracy as a chamber of independent, sober second 
thought— 


I am going to focus on the word “independent” for a minute. 
Everybody knows that the Senate is anything but independent. Both 
the Liberal and Conservative parties have House leaders and whips 
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in that House and many senators attend party caucus meetings. To 
many Canadians, the Senate appears simply to be a extension of this 
House, an extension of the government controlled by the parties, and 
largely there to ensure that controversial bills get lost in the system. 
Partisanship clearly works against this objective of the Senate to be a 
chamber of sober second thought and these reforms would only 
serve to make this situation worse. 


My hon. colleague brings up a classic example. We do not have to 
reach back in history 40 or 50 years. We can reach back to the last 24 
months to see an example where the Senate was not acting 
independently but acted on the behest of the government of the day 
to kill a piece of legislation that it did not like but could not 
command the majority support of the democratically elected 
members of Parliament. What we saw on that day, with regard to 
climate change, was the death of democracy in Canada. That is 
regrettable and undemocratic. 
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Questions and 
comments. My apologies to the hon. member for Winnipeg North. I 
did not see him the first time. 


The hon. member for Winnipeg North. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
have had the opportunity to tour the province of Manitoba on a 
Senate reform committee. It was a committee that was dominated by 
the New Democratic Party and what we heard time and again was 
that there is great potential value to a reformed Senate, that we do not 
have to abolish the Senate, and that there is great value in terms of 
reforming it. 


My NDP colleague in the front row made reference to Michael 
Kirby's mental health report. I could talk about Sharon Carstairs' 
palliative care. There are a number of examples that are there where 
the Senate has provided fine work which has been accepted by 
provincial jurisdictions and been acknowledged outside of the 
House, outside of Parliament Hill. 


Does the member not recognize that adding value to the Senate is 
achievable if the political will were there? To abolish it is to wipe out 
the opportunity to get some gains that we would not be able to 
achieve, that only an appointed Senate can, such as looking for 
senators with an expertise to contribute to the many works that could 
still be done. Yes to reform, but does it have to be abolished? 


Mr. Don Davies: Mr. Speaker, I have a conceptual response for 
my hon. colleague and a practical one. 


The practical one is that, of course, we do not need a Senate. If we 
were to abolish it, there would be absolutely zero effect on the 
quality of legislation or study of social issues in this country. The 
practical evidence is that every single province in the country that 
had a Senate has abolished it. 


For my hon. colleague's question to have logic would be to 
suggest that every single province in Canada is no longer capable of 
producing intelligent policy in different areas because they do not 
have a Senate. I think that is wrong. I think every province in this 
country is producing policy in all sorts of areas and they do that 
through democratically elected people. 
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Second, on the conceptual front, there is no question that 
sometimes despots can do good work. There is no question that 
sometimes autocrats can provide a good study. However, the 
question here is whether or not the people in the Senate have a 
democratic mandate to engage in the work that they are doing. 


The New Democratic Party believes in democracy. Government 
legislation and comment on public policy should be made by people 
who are elected by and accountable to the Canadian public. The fact 
that an unelected person can sit in the chamber for 35 years and once 
in a while produce a good report is beside the point. 


Of course, my hon. colleague comes from the Liberal Party, which 
spent decades filling the Senate with its party faithful, bag people 
and failed candidates, and so I do not expect him to agree with the 
New Democratic position on that score. 


Mr. Peter Stoffer: Mr. Speaker, rather ironically this is a 
government piece of legislation, yet I do not see too many 
Conservative members rising to ask questions or comment on what 
they call an important piece of legislation. 


I do not think anyone in this room has anything against the 
individuals in the Senate. However, although it would never happen 
in my lifetime, if the Senate were truly independent of government, 
with no party caucuses, no party labels, and if we were to have 
experts in various fields with various backgrounds, we might have 
had a different reaction from the NDP. 


The reality is that the bill would not make the Senate independent 
of the government, it would make it more dependent. Basically the 
Prime Minister and the Conservative Party could lose their 
government tomorrow, but if they stack the Senate with all of their 
people for x number of years, they would still have control over 
legislation, and that is simply wrong. 


I would like my hon. colleague to elaborate on that, please. 
@ (1305) 


Mr. Don Davies: Mr. Speaker, that is one of the prime dangers of 
the bill. Up until now the senators in the other chamber have at least 
acknowledged that they do not have any democratic legitimacy. 
Therefore, they do committee work, study bills they hold up, but 
they would never, up until the current Conservative government of 
course, actually defeat a bill passed by the House of Commons. 
However, one of the dangers of the bill is that if they were elected, 
would they feel they then have the legitimacy to strike down 
legislation passed in this chamber? 


We have not even begun to speak about the regional inequities in 
the Senate. The composition of the Senate is frozen, in many cases, 
from 1867. We have tiny provinces that have more seats than 
provinces 20 times their population; for example, Prince Edward 
Island compared to British Columbia. It is fundamentally undemo- 
cratic to have a handful of people with the same weight as provinces 
that have many times the population. This is another problem we 
face. To give democratic legitimacy to a chamber that is horrifically 
imbalanced from a regional and population point of view is a 
democratic time bomb. That has not been thought through. 


One of the reasons we are not seeing members of the government 
stand up on the bill is because I think they know this. Many of them 
were Reform members and I give them credit when, in the 1980s, 
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they stood up against the Senate. They were appalled at the misuse 
of the Senate by the previous Liberal governments and wanted it to 
be reformed in a sincere and democratic manner. If that were to 
happen, it might be a different story, but that is not what the bill 
does. 


There is only one answer: save $100 million, make our 
government more efficient, leaner, more democratic, and get rid of 
an anachronism that made sense in the 1800s, but makes no sense in 
a modern democratic nation in the 21st century. 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to speak today to Bill C-7, an act respecting 
the selection of senators and amending the Constitution Act, 1867 in 
respect of Senate term limits. 


Before I continue, I will take a moment to speak to the issue of 
movember. Members probably see this sorry scruff on my face. It is 
an effort to encourage all men to take good care of their health and 
get their prostate checked out. My father died just over 18 years ago 
from prostate cancer. He did not live to see his son become an MP. 
He did not live to see his grandchildren. I am sure all members 
would agree that these are things that are worth living to see. I would 
urge, in the most strenuous terms possible, all men to suffer the 
indignities and get themselves checked out. 


I will get back to Bill C-7. It strikes me as strange to have to speak 
in this chamber to issues so fundamental to our political life in this 
country that we cherish as a democracy. These issues I am talking 
about are democracy itself and accountability. 


I had the pleasure of studying political theory In university. I had 
no idea at that time that it would be so relevant to the job of being a 
member of Parliament. Many people did ask me what the heck I was 
studying that stuff for, but here we are and I have the opportunity 
now to speak in this chamber about matters so fundamental that they 
are matters of political theory. 


The government talks so much about Canadian values inside and 
outside this chamber that one would think there was almost violent 
agreement on what these things actually are. However, here we are in 
the House talking about the issue of democracy and a bill that is, 
frankly, fundamentally undemocratic. 


As recently as 2006, our Prime Minister described the Senate as a 
relic of the 19th century. I would suggest that the Senate, in some 
important sense, takes us back much farther than the 19th century. It 
takes us back to a time when democracy in any form and however 
limited was much distrusted. It takes us back to a time when a ruling 
class was concerned about losing its social and economic status by 
way of decisions made by representatives of the people. It takes us 
back to a time when certain parts of our society were considered to 
be incapable of and unsuited for making the important decisions of a 
nation. 
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What is clear is that this skepticism of democracy is not just an 
historical tradition. It does not just find expression in our Senate of 
the 19th century. It is alive today and finds expression in the 
Conservative government in this 21st century in the form of the bill 
before us today, Bill C-7. The ancient tradition of distrusting the 
people survives in the Conservatives. 


Bill C-7 clings to the security of a second unelected chamber 
where progressive legislation, such as the climate change account- 
ability bill and the drugs to Africa bill, legislation that may have 
moved this country forward in the interests of all its citizens, as well 
as citizens around the world, can be defeated by the supposed 
superior wisdom of the present government's, and previous 
governments, hand-picked, unelected, self-selected watchdogs, not 
of, but watchdogs against, democracy. 
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The only thing the bill confirms is the Conservative government's 
determination to hang onto the reins of power by way of patronage. I 
would point to the fairly recent, widely-distributed and very 
instructive letter from a Conservative senator in which he wrote, 
in part: 

Every Senator in this caucus needs to decide where their loyalty should be and 


must be. The answer is simple; our loyalty is to the man who brought us here, the 
man who has wanted Senate reform since he entered politics, the [Prime Minister]. 


With this, we are a long way from the justifications most 
frequently offered for the existence of this anti-democratic institu- 
tion. One of those justifications is independence. However, as we 
have seen, by virtue of that quote, and by virtue of the conduct of 
this chamber and those in it for well over a century, that it is hardly 
an independent chamber. 


Other justifications have been equally persistent. I refer, in part, to 
the notion that the Senate is to provide our parliamentary institutions 
with regional representation. Yet, none of us have ever seen regional 
interests coalesce and operate to trump partisanship born of 
patronage in the Senate chamber. In fact, the bill would do nothing 
to advance or facilitate the emergence of regional interests or 
expressions in the Senate. 


The government is unwilling to surrender its control over Senate 
appointments, as evidenced by the provision that permits the Prime 
Minister to reject the outcomes of Senate elections held at the 
provincial or territorial level; that is to say, the bill would allow the 
Prime Minister the ability to overrule the democratic will of the 
regions of this country. 


This anti-democratic institution has also survived, cloaked in the 
justification of a second sober thought and yet all of us in this 
chamber were sent to this place on the basis of, at least in part, our 
sobriety of thought. 


Therefore, on precisely what democratic principle does one confer 
in one person elected to this so-called lower chamber the power to 
overrule the democratic will of Canadians as expressed, at least 
potentially, in the Senate election and to decide who is wise enough 
to evaluate and overrule decisions made in this House of Commons? 


Further, how grossly exaggerated must one's sense of one's self be 
to overthrow the results of an election in favour of one's own opinion 
and judgment, or to believe that he or she is so much wiser than the 
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collective in this chamber so that he or she must appoint a senator to 
watch over us? Or, is it not that kind of hubris but simply a blatant 
disregard and disrespect for democracy that underlies the bill? 


Whatever it is, it is clear that this bill would, both in practice and 
in theory, not only continue the unfortunate tradition of relocating 
power away from the elected representatives of Canadians and, 
therefore, the Canadian citizenry itself to an unelected body, but 
would locate that power in the single person of the Prime Minister. 


The Prime Minister, like the rest of us in this chamber, submitted 
himself directly to the judgment of the electorate in but one of 308 
ridings. Beyond that, the Prime Minister can claim to have won 
directly only the confidence of the membership of his own political 
party as expressed through that party's internal leadership processes. 
However, that is a far cry from winning the confidence of all 
Canadians to exercise the kind of power over the rest of us directly 
elected members of this chamber that the bill would continue to 
provide to that position. 


It has been argued that the bill would move us away from the 
undemocratic tradition by permitting provincial and territorial 
elections of a senator. Notably, however, such elections to a federal 
institution are to be financed by the province or territory. Notably, 
too, this would not provide the right of the citizens of that province 
or territory to elect a person to the Senate. 
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Senators would, under the bill, remain appointed, as the 
government clings, white knuckles on the reins of power, to its 
fear of losing control to the will of the people. 


This skepticism of democracy is also evident in the very curious 
nine year term limit imposed on senators. The bill itself provides no 
rationale for such a length of terms. However, what this seemingly 
random term does do is effectively frustrate the ability of Canadians 
to hold senators accountable for their decisions and actions. What is 
more, with a one year term limit, a senator would never have to 
answer to voters for decisions he or she made or did not make. 


Accountability is a key principle, a foundation of democratic 
institutions. This chamber is a democratic institution not just because 
we were elected to this House but because we, should we wish to 
continue in this position, are held, through the electoral process, to 
account for our decisions and actions while in this position. 


This term, as lengthy as it is, also serves to frustrate the will of this 
chamber and, in doing so, the will of Canadians. It would provide 
the government of the day the opportunity to reach into the 
legislative bodies of this country long after it has lost its own 
mandate. 
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Finally, there are a number of questions of critical constitutional 
importance that are raised but not answered by Bill C-7. What kind 
of institution is being created in the Senate when some are elected 
while others will be appointed? Do some of these senators have more 
authority by virtue of being representatives of the electorate or are all 
considered to be equal? If the Senate gets filled with elected 
representatives, what is their relationship and relative authority to 
those of us in this chamber? Do they retain the same roles that justify 
those appointed directly, i.e. regional representation, independent 
sober second thought, et cetera, or is this a new role that they assume 
as elected representatives? Where there are differences between 
chambers, how are these resolved in favour of which chamber, or do 
we anticipate gridlock? 


It is long past time for this country to shed the undemocratic 
traditions of another age, another time. It is time for the parties that 
have ruled this country to let go of the illogic and, frankly, hypocrisy 
that the people are good enough to elect us but that only one of us is 
good enough to appoint someone to watch over us. 


It is time to let go of its skepticism of the wisdom of Canadians. It 
is time for Canada to embrace democracy by abolishing the Senate 
and allowing those of us sent to this place by the people of Canada to 
do what they have asked of us and to be turfed out of this place 
should we fail to do so or should we fail to do so to their standards. 


@ (1320) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse (Louis-Saint-Laurent, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague very much. He is very hard- 
working and, as we saw from his speech, very intelligent as well. He 
understands the issues at stake here quite well. 


The government boasts that with this bill reforming the Senate the 
public would be represented more democratically and more 
accurately. But, according to the existing Senate rules, no one under 
the age of 30 can become a senator. 


Does my colleague think that this kind of limit and the fact that no 
one under the age of 30 can sit in the other chamber are signs of 
better democratic legitimacy? There is something I do not under- 
stand there, and I would like to hear what my colleague has to say. 


[English] 


Mr. Matthew Kellway: Mr. Speaker, I will answer that question 
from my colleague right next door to me in English, if I might. I am 
trying to learn French from my colleague but we are not quite there 
yet. 


I appreciate the question about youth and those of us in the New 
Democratic caucus. Some of us at least feel very old relative to some 
of our colleagues. However, the wonderful thing about democracy is 
that the will of the people sends to this chamber those who they 
believe are best able to represent their views in the House. 


The bill, should it be amended, should certainly provide the 
opportunity for all Canadians to send whoever they feel best fit to 
represent them in the upper chamber. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
have a fairly straightforward question. 


If a majority of Canadians wanted to see the Senate retained, but 
changed so that there would be more value to it, what would the 
position of the New Democratic Party then be? Would it still oppose 
and want to abolish it, even if a majority of Canadians wanted to 
retain it? 


Mr. Matthew Kellway: Mr. Speaker, the question is of a 
hypothetical nature, but it is the position of the New Democrats that 
the fate of the Senate should be put by way of referendum to the 
Canadian people. As we respect the views of Canadians and the 
principles of democracy, we would obviously abide by the 
perspective of all Canadians in a referendum on this matter. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
my question is surprisingly similar to that just put by the hon. 
member for Winnipeg North. 


This is a complicated matter. It is not as simple as saying that we 
do not like the Senate, so we should end it. 


We have constitutional issues embedded in how it is structured, 
and I share the view of the member for Beaches—East York and his 
caucus that there are significant problems with Bill C-7 as put 
forward by the government. 


Having worked with the Senate over the years, I have seen the 
Senate take its own initiative and do some very good work, and we 


‘have seen examples here this morning. For instance, I point to the 


decision to not put bovine growth hormone into our milk. That was a 
done deal until the Senate committee, under Senators Mira Spivak 
and Eugene Whelan, subpoenaed scientists from Health Canada who 
were being muzzled and in that way made it possible for the 
information to get out. 


Would the best way forward not be to have a real public 
consultation on the fundamental problems within our democracy, 
including the extreme power of the Prime Minister's Office, the lack 
of sufficient role for individual members of Parliament, the proper 
balance between the House of Commons and the Senate and the 
question of whether the Senate should survive or not? 


How does the hon. member feel about taking this to the people 
before we make it legislation? 


@ (1325) 


Mr. Matthew Kellway: Mr. Speaker, as it is a multipartite 
question, I will approach it this way. 


It is clear that good work has come out of the Senate in the past. A 
recent report about poverty in Canada comes to mind; many worthy 
recommendations came out of that report. 


As my colleague for Vancouver Kingsway said in answering a 
very similar question previously, this is not an issue of whether the 
Senate ever does good work or whether senators have worthy 
opinions on matters of great importance to Canadians. 
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Like so many issues, this issue is reducible to simple issues. At the 
beginning of my speech, I spoke to some fundamental principles. 
That is what we are wrestling with. The fundamental principles are 
that we have a chamber here in our parliamentary institutions that is 
undemocratic. It has the power to block legislation. We have seen 


that happen with some very worthy representation that this elected 


House passed on to the Senate. 


In response, I would say that at times the appropriate approach is 
to reduce matters to fundamental principles. If we look at an issue in 
those terms, it often becomes starkly simple. The starkly simple fact 
is that the upper chamber, the Senate, is not a democratic institution 
and should therefore be abolished. 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, correct me if I am wrong. The government introduced 
legislation stating that the provinces have to pay for Senate elections 
and that the provinces have to hold Senate elections. By the way, if 
only 40% of people vote for MPs, imagine how few people would 
vote for a senator. Then the Prime Minister can say that the elected 
senator is not wanted. Only a Conservative can come up with a plan 
like that. The government is putting forward. federal legislation 
stating that the provinces have to pay for an elected Senate, but when 
they do elect a senator, the Prime Minister can then refuse their 
choice. 


I would like my hon. colleague to elaborate a bit more on that. 


Mr. Matthew Kellway: Mr. Speaker, I am not sure what 
elaboration can follow. It is that simple. I spoke about this 
fundamental skepticism of democracy that is betrayed in the bill: it 
talks about an elected Senate, but as I said, the government seems to 
be hanging onto the reins of power with white knuckles; it is not 
letting go of this. While the provinces and territories may go through 
the process at their expense and take this issue and democracy 
seriously, the government is not surrendering authority to the people 
and to the provinces to elect members of the upper chamber. Under 
this bill, it is still an appointed Senate. 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker, on 
a point that I started to develop, I want to raise the question of who is 
going to be representative of the provinces. 


Currently we elect premiers, cabinets and governments in every 
province and territory, but the Senate was set up originally as a body 
to supposedly represent regional concerns. If we were to elect 
senators from a province such as Prince Edward Island, does the 
member think this situation could create an unacceptable conflict in 
terms of who would have the democratic mandate to speak for the 
people of that province? Would it be the elected senators from that 
province, or would it be the elected provincial government of that 
province? 


I would also like to ask what my colleague thinks about the 
judgment of the Prime Minister. Under the bill he would still get to 
appoint senators; we know the Prime Minister has appointed a 
number of failed Conservative candidates, so we have some clear 
examples of the kind of judgment that the Prime Minister exhibits 
when considering who is appointed to the Senate. 


© (1330) 


Mr. Matthew Kellway: Mr. Speaker, I spoke earlier about 
reducing things to fundamental principles and about simplifying 
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matters, but that question and the previous question make it clear that 
in trying to amend our Constitution and in trying to change the 
makeup of the Senate and the process of becoming a senator, one ~ 
runs into some very complex issues. 


One of them is raised by my colleague in his question, which is 
that we could end up with senators elected from a province who 
might take positions in conflict with provincial representatives of 
that province. As well, how elected members of the Senate would 
resolve differences with elected members of this chamber from that 
province is certainly unclear. We would be creating a very 
complicated system, potentially with duelling elected members, so 
the issue is to abolish the Senate and do away with those 
complexities entirely. 


Mr. Frank Valeriote (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I will be 
sharing my time with the hon. member for Winnipeg North. 


While Senate reform has been a golden calf of the Reform 
movement for years, I do not believe any real Reformers would 
recognize the bill before us today. This bill is wasteful and a clear 
attempt on the part of Conservatives to distract from the real issues, 
like jobs and the economy. 


What is more unfortunate is that the government will not even 
approach the issue of democratic reform in an appropriate manner. 
The Prime Minister and his minister for democratic reform are no 
doubt aware of the quagmire that is constitutional negotiation, so 
they are progressing in a haphazard manner, attempting to reform an 
institution of Parliament by the back door and making change that is 
not really change. It is like most of what emanates from the 
government benches: sound and fury. 


Regardless of their once ferocious opposition to what they saw as 
centralizing power in Ottawa, the Prime Minister has changed his 
spots and is currently acting unilaterally and without proper 
consultation with the provinces. The changes presented in this bill 
will foist Senate elections on the provinces, forcing the provinces 
during a time of economic hardship to fund and administer an 
additional series of elections without their consent. 


This is not surprising, given the single-minded desire of the 
government to download the costs of an ill-considered and ill- 
advised justice omnibus bill. It is unfortunate that the government 
will again increase the financial burden on the provinces. Let us keep 
in mind that one Ontario provincial election costs taxpayers 
approximately $135 million; in this time of financial restraint and 
instability, the government seems all too keen to saddle the province 
with yet more costs. 


Moreover, this bill is not about real reform. Regardless of its 
efforts, the government cannot change the appointment process 
without seven provinces representing 50% of the population 
agreeing. Ultimately the process of recommending senators for 
appointment to the Governor General still rests with him. 
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While the bill provides that a province or territory that enacts 
electoral legislation that is substantially in accordance with the 
framework may select its senatorial nominees and submit those 
nominees to the Prime Minister, the Prime Minister is not even 
obligated to submit those names to the Governor General, but only to 
consider them. A prime minister who does not bear the same 
political stripes as an elected senator is under no compulsion to select 
that person. This is clearly more waste. 


Furthermore, if a province or territory opts out of this expensive 
and ineffective process, the Prime Minister will nevertheless select 
his or her own nominee. In essence, this political window dressing 
will allow the provinces and territories to feel involved, for a price, 
while in fact it is the status quo that will really be maintained. 


More offensively, the bill is another assault on western Canadian 
provinces. Since deciding to ignore the democratic will of western 
grain farmers expressed through a plebiscite supporting, by a 
majority, the single desk marketing and sales arm of the Canadian 
Wheat Board, the government signalled it was not interested in the 
voices of western Canadians. It shut down debate and refused to 
allow enough time in committee to hear from western Canadian 
farmers, as it was required to do under section 47.1 of the Canadian 
Wheat Board Act. 


This bill, in its present incarnation, places Alberta and British 
Columbia at a notable disadvantage as well. My esteemed colleague, 
the hon. member for Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, is doing a 
marvellous job explaining the unbalanced distribution of Senate 
seats. Currently there exists an anomalous gap between the 
representation of the western provinces in the House of Commons 
and the Senate. An elected senator will now have an entirely new 
and very specific constituency to satisfy; it will be difficult for the 
six elected Alberta senators, for example, to square against the 24 
Ontario senators, the 24 Quebec senators, or even the 10 senators 
from New Brunswick. 


Through these measures that dilute the influence of western 
Canadian provinces, the Prime Minister and his minister appear to 
have forgotten, likely once getting into government, that the west 
wanted in when they were young Reformers. Once again, the west is 
ignored. 


@ (1335) 


The most egregious about-face in this bill is that the horse the 
government rode in on, the old horse called accountability, seems to 
have died and the government is dragging it through the streets. 
Buried in the bill are the surreptitious financial implications found in 
clause 27 for campaign funding during senatorial elections. In April 
2006, the government introduced the Federal Accountability Act to 
bring forward “specific measures to help strengthen accountability 
and increase transparency and oversight in government operations”. 
The Prime Minister heralded these measures as an end to the 
influence of big money in federal political parties by banning union 
and corporate contributions, as well as limiting individual donations. 


Now the government appears to be performing an end run on its 
financing rules by squeaking in clause 27 of this bill, which would 
allow campaign funding for senatorial elections to be governed by a 
provincial legislature. Of course, the rules that govern political 
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contributions vary greatly depending on the province or territory. 
There is no continuity. 


In this blatant contradiction of the Federal Accountability Act, 
allowing these laws to govern senatorial campaign funding would in 
fact perpetuate big money in political parties. Until this bill, senators 
have been governed by a federal body. Should this bill pass, senators 
would be governed by 13 different sets of rules and regulations, 
depending on their province or territory, placing some at a major 
financial advantage and most in contravention of the Federal 
Accountability Act. 


Take, for instance, a senator from Yukon Territory. Should this bill 
pass, when the Yukon seat is vacated in 2023, political contributions 
for the subsequent senatorial election would be governed by the 
political financing rules of the Yukon territorial legislation. 
Currently, in Yukon Territory there are no restrictions on how much 
an individual, corporation, union or entity, whether inside or outside 
Canada, can donate to a political party. 


During the 2006 territorial election, Premier Dennis Fentie and the 
Yukon Party, formerly the Yukon Progressive Conservative Party, 
raked in a cool $114,044 in political contributions during the 
election, donations like $7,500 from Seattle's Holland America, or 
$5,000 from Trans-Canada Pipelines. The Conservative government 
had seemingly eliminated contributions from anyone outside 
Canada, only to now open up the back door through the Senate. 


The legislation continues with a vague mention of necessary 
modifications on campaign funding, but why not be specific right off 
the bat instead of these cosmetics? These legislative discrepancies 
create an unequal playing field and are certainly not more effective 
for both the senators and their provinces. The original intent of the 
Senate is to achieve a balance of regional interests and to provide a 
house of sober second thought. That is why we as Canadians have 
seen doctors, scholars, artists, politicians, community activists, 
generals and athletes serve our society for the good of the nation 
through our Senate. We simply cannot maintain a sober second 
thought in the upper chamber with such unequal and partisan-based 
governance. 


Members opposite may throw around the term “mandate” in 
response to these allegations, but remember that 39% certainly does 
not constitute a mandate or majority. Stifling public opinion and this 
clandestine attempt to circumvent their own political funding rules 
cannot stand, and the constant attacks on western Canadian 
provinces and the Canadian Constitution must stop. The Liberal 
Party will not stand for it. | am sure if members opposite listen very 
carefully, they will hear the sound of their Reform forebears 
throwing up their hands in disgust. 


© (1340) 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
the member was quite right when he said that jobs and the economy 
are what are important to Canadians today. There is no doubt about 
that. 
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The bill before us tries to provide a bit of hope in terms of 
democratic reform but in reality that is not the case. 


I was living on the Prairies back in the 1990s during the time of 
the Reform Party. There was a sense of the need to reform the Senate 
back then. New Democrats were saying that the Senate had to be 
abolished. The Reform Party wanted an equal, elected and effective 
Senate. There was an expectation that the Reformers, now known as 
the Conservatives, were going to make huge gains in terms of 
achieving a triple-E Senate. Truth be known, the government has 
failed in its delivery of a triple-E Senate. 


There is a great deal of merit in looking at the most effective way 
for the Senate to operate. There is a great deal of value to the Senate. 


I participated in an all-party task force in the province of 
Manitoba. We toured the entire province, from Flin Flon to Russell 
to Winnipeg. We listened to many presenters talk about Senate 
reform. There was no unanimous opinion that it had to be an elected 
Senate or that it had to be abolished. Many believed there was merit 
in having an appointed Senate. 


It would be wonderful for us to deal with the issue of the Senate in 
a more open fashion as to what value a reformed Senate could have. 


Some New Democratic colleagues have no problem bashing the 
Senate. They would abolish it, even though the majority of 
Canadians see the value of the Senate. To say that it is useless and 
does absolutely nothing is just not fair. 


The Senate has done many studies and reports of great value. 
There was reference to a couple of them in the last hour of debate. 
There have been reports regarding poverty in Canada, mental health, 
palliative care. The Senate has taken upon itself to investigate these 
issues and to provide information and input in terms of government 
policy, policy which could save millions of dollars. 


One concern that was mentioned earlier by a New Democratic 
member of Parliament was the cost of $100 million. The NDP has no 
problem increasing the number of members of Parliament from 308 
to 338 which has a substantial cost. Those members thought there 
should be even more members of Parliament. The cost of the Senate 
is not necessarily the issue. The bigger issue is the value. There are a 
great many Canadians who, if provided the opportunity to be 
representatives in the Senate, could serve our country well. 


I have had the opportunity to sit down with Senator Carstairs. I 
have had the opportunity to listen to other senators present at an all- 
party committee. What sort of feedback was provided and some of 
the things that came from the committee can be found in the 
Manitoba Hansard. A Senate page and several senators and lay 
people participated at the committee. What members of all political 
parties found was interesting was that there was a sense that the 
Senate has some value. 


@ (1345) 


Time is a very scarce commodity for parliamentarians. In fact, 
time management is a very important issue for each and every one of 
us in the House. The Senate on occasion represents Canada outside 
Canada and has done notable work on the democracy front. I am 
aware of some of the efforts Senator Carstairs has been involved in 
personally as a senator representing Canada. She has gone abroad to 
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countries like the Philippines on a democracy watch, to look at why 
some individuals are incarcerated. I have heard many touching 
stories of how our senators have gone abroad to represent Parliament 
and Canadians. 


Let us look at the types of appointments to the Senate that we have 
seen in the past. Who would question the appointment of Senator 
Dallaire? He is an incredible individual who has a great deal to offer 
in the Senate chamber and in committees. His position as a senator 
affords better opportunities to travel across Canada and talk about 
the issues that are important to all Canadians. 


There is a great deal of value to the Senate. Some members have 
said there are premiers and MLAs to ensure that regional interests 
are being represented. I will use the Canadian Wheat Board as a 
great example. There are three prairie premiers and I would 
challenge each and every one of them to come to the House of 
Commons committees. Where were they on the whole issue of 
saving the Canadian Wheat Board? There was representation from at 
least a couple of senators who wanted to deal with this issue. They 
see it as a regional issue. 


I do not have any problem with Senate reform; in fact, I encourage 


it. Let us recognize that in order to achieve Senate reform we have to 


look at it in terms of changes to the Constitution. Today, the vast 
majority of Canadians do not want us to be debating the Constitution 
and the need for constitutional reform. They want us to be talking 
about jobs, the economy, health care, and seniors’ pensions. Those 
are the issues they want us to be talking about today. 


The government has brought forward a bill. It says it is about 
democratic reform and that in order to achieve this the provinces are 
going to have to pay for the election of senators inside each 
province. In my province and from the task force that I was on, I can 
tell the government, and it can do its own consultation with the New 
Democrats and the Conservatives there, the feeling is that Ottawa 
should be paying for the election of senators. 


The government needs to refocus on the whole idea of Senate 
reform. Today, I think we need to focus on the issues that matter 
most to Canadians, the issues which I just mentioned. 


®@ (1350) 


[Translation] 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
listened very carefully to the comments by the member for Winnipeg 
North. 


He spoke a lot about the Senate and about senators. The NDP 
agrees that some senators do good work; however, we would like to 
see the institution itself abolished. 


In terms of the value of the Senate, does the member think that the 
Senate is democratic as it is right now, in light of the fact that in 
November 2010, the Senate simply overturned the climate change 
bill that was passed by the majority of the House of Commons? 


I would like to hear what the member thinks about that. 
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, the problem with the New 
Democrats is they have an issue of consistency and an issue with 
regard to hypocrisy. At the end of the day, the New Democrats, 
because they believe they can capture more votes by slamming the 
Senate, says who cares about the real value of the Senate, that it does 
not matter. They believe they can score a political votes. 


The reality of the situation is, and even one of the member's 
colleagues earlier today said this, that 35% or 36% of Canadians 
support abolishing the Senate. However, a majority of Canadians see 
the value of the Senate, unlike the New Democrats. 


We recognize the importance in the role that the Senate can play 
into the future. We in the Liberal Party are not prepared to write off 
the future of the Senate because the New Democrats feel that they 
can score a few political votes as a result of the position they have 
taken. 


Mr. Frank Valeriote (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, when I gave 
my remarks, my friend heard me reference section 27, which would 
allow contributions to the Senate campaign to be made in accordance 
with the laws of the territory or the province. There would be no 
continuity. Money could come, in many cases, from anyone, any 
corporation, any organization, even from outside of Canada. I see 
this as an end run around current campaign contribution law. 


Does the member have the same concern as I, that with these 
kinds of irregularities in the law and no continuity whatsoever, we 
will be in a perpetual state now of fundraising and spending pre-writ 
and post-writ throughout the next years following the passage of the 
legislation, should it pass? 

@ (1355) 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, one of the things that 
would have to be taken into consideration is this. If we move toward 
any form of elected Senate and we dissolve the power or the 
authority to see those senators getting elected to the provinces, there 
will be a very important aspect in terms of spending limits and the 
degree to which a senator will be able to receive corporate or union 
donations. There will be a whole new realm of responsibilities 
regarding the finances. 


The legislation before us does not really touch on that. This is just 
a thought that the Prime Minister had so he could go back to western 
Canada and say that the government wanted more democracy and 
this bill would do that. 


The bill falls short by a long shot. If the Prime Minister were 
legitimately concerned and wanted to make a difference, he would 
first deal with the most important issues, such as jobs, health care 
and so forth. However, this will really involve constitutional reform. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Laurin Liu (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, we 
know that the Conservatives did not consult the provinces to see 
whether they agreed with the provisions of this bill. In addition, 
Quebec has called this bill unconstitutional. The provincial 
government said that it would appeal the matter in court if this bill 
were passed without prior consultation of the provinces. According 
to an Angus Reid poll conducted in July 2011, 71% of Canadians are 
in favour of holding a referendum to decide the future of the Senate. 


The NDP thinks that the government should hold a referendum to 
ask the Canadian public whether it wants to abolish the Senate. Why 
does the hon. member not agree with that? 


[English| 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, that is a very good point. In 
a nutshell, we would have figured the government would have 
conducted consultations. 


With regard to the provinces conducting elections, under the bill 
that cost would be passed on to the provinces. The provinces would 
have to come up with the funding. 


I was on the task force for the province Manitoba. In the dialogue 
we had with the Conservatives and the NDP, they insisted that 
Ottawa should pay for it, not the provinces. We can tell the 
government really has not done the consultation that one would have 
expected prior to introducing the bill to the chamber. 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I want to ask my colleague from Winnipeg to do one 
thing. He should go to a local tavern, legion or Lions Club in his 
riding, and without the assistance of Google, a BlackBerry or 
anything, sit down and ask the first person he sees if he or she can 
name the senators from Manitoba. I will guarantee, if not set up, the 
person may get one, if any at all. It shows us that most Canadians 
have no idea who is in the Senate. 


It is not a question of Canadians wanting a Senate like this, they 
do not understand the Senate. They do not give a second thought to 
the Senate. For the hon. member to say that the majority of 
Canadians really want a reformed Senate, I think he has his facts all 
wrong. I challenge him to do what I have asked him to do and report 
back his findings to the House. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I invite the member to 
come to Winnipeg North and we will host a public meeting so he can 
hear first hand. 


I suggest that if he goes into a local legion or a local hall, he will 
find a good number of people cannot even list their school trustees, 
their local city councillors or their members of Parliament, which 
might be a little difficult on our egos. 


Generally speaking, we have to cut a little slack, provide a few 
more facts on the table, approach it with an open mind and see the 
value that the Senate could contribute in the future. That is the 
challenge, and I know it is a big challenge for the New Democratic 


Party. 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
© (1400) 
[English] 
MINING INDUSTRY 


Mr. Dan Albas (Okanagan—Coquihalla, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
last week I was able to visit the great community of Merritt in my 
riding of Okanagan—Coquihalla. One of my stops was at a 
construction site for a new silver mine. 
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I know there are some members of the House who continue to 
oppose the mining industry at every opportunity. This is a small 
silver mine that is still required to undergo all the environmental 
assessment processes required of a large mine. The owners are still 
required to obtain discharge permits, despite having invested $3 
million in technology to ensure there is no water discharge. 


What is exciting is that there are roughly 15 workers, working to 
assemble $6 million of new mining equipment. Once this mine is up 
and running, that workforce will quadruple to over 60 jobs. These 
jobs pay on average twice as much as the local forestry sector and 


30% of those jobs will be filled by first nations. This new mine will ° 


inject $15 million annually into the local Merritt economy. 


I ask that all members of the House be mindful that mines create 
jobs and help to support our rural economies. 


KA 98 © 
[Translation] 


BROSSARD LEGION 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
last week, we honoured Canadians who have served our country. In 
my riding of Brossard—La Prairie, I had the honour of attending the 
activities organized by the Brossard Legion, which celebrated its 
60th anniversary on October 22. 


Thanks to volunteers like the legion's president, Jean-Guy 
Lavallière, himself a veteran, the Brossard Legion provides support 
to the veterans in my riding. I had the privilege of meeting Walter 
Amos, who served for six years, Roger Robidoux, a Vietnam war 
veteran, and Raymond Lecours, a veteran of the second world war. 
Unfortunately, last week, we lost Jacques St-James, a Korean war 
veteran. We will remember the sacrifices of the families in mourning. 


[English] 


We will speak up for those who do return, so often scarred by 
war's traumas. They deserve home care benefits that were promised 
and to have their pensions paid without unfair clawbacks. Let us 
salute the fallen by standing up for the living. 


Lest we forget. 


Kk * 


VETERANS 


Mr. Brad Trost (Saskatoon—Humboldt, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
last week our country honoured its veterans through a week of 
remembrance. Today, I would like to put a face to that remembrance, 
the face of my constituent, Nick Sokolan. 


Nick was born in 1922 near Wynyard, Saskatchewan. Like many 
Saskatchewan farm boys, during World War II he volunteered to 
serve his country. As a member of the Regina Rifles, he landed on 
Juno Beach and fought in the Battle of Normandy. Nick served with 
the Rifles, fighting through Belgium and the Netherlands into 
Germany. 


Nick served to the end of the war, only taking a few weeks off to 
recover from the bullet that struck him in the arm. Returning, he 
settled in Humboldt, to marry his wife Nettie, to raise four boys and 
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work: for CP Rail. To this day, he continues to teach young people 
the meaning of war and the price of peace. 


Nick did what many young Canadians of his generation did. They 
gave above and beyond. They gave for home and country. 


On behalf of the House of Commons, we thank Mr. Sokolan and 
his comrades for all they did on behalf of all Canadians, past, present 
and future. 


STEEL INDUSTRY 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, repre- 
sentatives of the Canadian Steel Producers Association from across 
Canada are here today to highlight the importance of their industry. : 


Steel is integral to Canada's manufacturing sector and our 
economic future. The industry employs 25,000 Canadians, with 
100,000 spinoff jobs. It is essential to our industrial clusters like 
shipbuilding, automotive, energy and construction. 


Today's steel is more efficient, innovative, strong and environ- 
mentally sustainable than ever before. Since 2005, Canadian steel 
companies have invested over $2 billion in new technologies and 
manufacturing processes. 


I would encourage all members to support a strong future for the 
steel manufacturing sector in Canada. 


SASKATCHEWAN PARTY 


Mr. Randy Hoback (Prince Albert, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate Premier Brad Wall and the Saskatchewan Party 
on a historic re-election. Wall and his party received 64% of the 
popular vote, winning 49 of the 58 seats. 


The big spending, high taxing NDP experienced its worst 
performance ever, relegated to just nine seats. Even the NDP leader 
was sent packing. He may choose to leave the province, but as we 
speak more and more of Saskatchewan's kids are returning home to 
Saskatchewan. 


Saskatchewan has experienced a fundamental shift. It has rejected 
an era of confrontation and defeatism in favour of one of co- 
operation and prosperity. It has become a proud “have” province, 
contributing to Canada. The media contrived orange crush was 
handed a crushing defeat and Saskatchewan and Canada are better 
for it. 


I would like to congratulate my local MLAs Darryl, Kevin, 
Delbert, Scott, Fred, Nadine and Victoria on their electoral success. 
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JENNA MORRISON 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
this morning, I joined hundreds of cyclists and other community 
members at the corner of Sterling and Dundas Streets in the west end 
of Toronto. It was there, on November 7, that Jenna Morrison, who 
was cycling to pick up her five-year-old son, died under the back 
wheels of a truck. 


We came together this morning to express our condolences to 
Jenna's family and to grieve. The shock of Jenna's loss is very 
difficult to accept. A ghost bike was installed on that corner today, 
another one of the all too many reminders of cyclists killed on our 
city streets. 


Making our streets safe requires governments at all levels to act. 
This afternoon I will join my colleague from Trinity—Spadina to 
second her bill that would require side guards on trucks to prevent 
deaths like Jenna Morrison's death. 


I urge my colleagues here in Ottawa to do their part by quickly 
adopting this bill. Lives depend on it. 


KAKU 


FIFTY YEARS OF PRIESTHOOD 


Mr. James Rajotte (Edmonton—Leduc, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to pay tribute to Father Mike McCaffery who recently 
celebrated 50 years of priesthood. Father Mike entered the seminary 
after attending a meeting with Father Bill Irwin who was himself 
then recently ordained and became the founder of Catholic Social 
Services. 


His life's work is vast and varied and includes serving in a number 
of parishes, as well as a year with the Canadian Conference of 
Catholic Bishops in Ottawa and another year for the British 
Columbia Alcohol and Drug Commission. 


Father Mike's academic life includes a master's degree in 
sociology from New York, studying pastoral theology and counsel- 
ling at Notre Dame University and being president of Newman 
Theological College for six years. 


He was the rector of St. Joseph's Basilica and, during his time 
there, presided over the wedding of Wayne and Janet Gretzky, an 
event that he says made him famous for five seconds. 


Father Mike is known and loved around Edmonton for his sense 
of humour, his love of golf, his strong attachment to family and 
friends, his fondness for all things Irish and his efforts to be 
respectful toward others and inclusive of all. 


We thank Father Mike for his 50 years of service to God and to 
our community. God Bless him. 


* x * 


REMEMBRANCE DAY 


Mr. Parm Gill (Brampton—Springdale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
am honoured to share with the House my incredible experience 
during Remembrance Day. At times, I think we are all prone to 
taking our country for granted, however, this was not the case on 
Friday. 
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I had the honour of attending the Remembrance Day parade 
organized by the city of Brampton and Branches 609 and 15 of the 
Royal Canadian Legion. Thousands of citizens lined the streets to 
pay tribute to our brave men and women in uniform. 


In Brampton, there was a renewed sense of pride fuelled by a 
growing understanding and appreciation for the sacrifices made by 
our veterans. 


We are very fortunate to live in one of the most prosperous, safest 
and accommodating countries in the world. Being part of this 
Remembrance Day ceremony was another reminder that Canadians 
will never forget those who gave their lives and those who continue 
to give their lives for our freedom. 


**K* 
[Translation] 


DEMOCRACY 


Mr. Jean Rousseau (Compton—Stanstead, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I crisscrossed my riding over the past two weeks to attend the 
Remembrance Day ceremonies being held across my riding. 


In Stanstead, Sawyerville, Weedon, Coaticook and North Hatley, 
to name just a few locations, I met men and women from the Royal 
Canadian Legion who, for decades, have carried on the memory of 
all fallen soldiers. Let us never forget that our troops came home 
with powerful memories and left behind the brothers and sisters who 
gave their lives to defend our rights and freedoms. 


However, the democracy so dearly defended by our country in 
conflicts since the first world war no longer seems to concern the 
men and women of today. In fact, although 61% of Canadians did 
not vote for the current government, and despite its regressive social 
and economic policies, people seem to be quite stoic and passive 
about it all. The government refuses to debate the important issues 
that will have a profound effect on the future of our country. 


Nevertheless, I will hold high the torch of freedom and democracy 
in tribute to all those— 


The Speaker: Order. The hon. member for Renfrew—Nipissing 
—Pembroke. 


[English] 
: CFB PETAWAWA 


Mrs. Cheryl Gallant (Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, in the most recent national Communities in Bloom 
competition between Canadian military bases, this year the best base 
in Canada goes to CFB Petawawa. 


This reconfirms what we in the upper Ottawa valley already know. 
The Canadian Forces Base Petawawa is tops as a beautiful place to 
call home, as well as a great place to serve our country in Canada's 
armed forces. 


Canadians know CFB Petawawa as one of the busiest operational 
army bases in Canada, more than pulling its weight during the recent 
mission in Afghanistan. Soldiers know that when it comes to 
keeping the home fires burning, our local community is there. 
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We mourn the loss of those who did not return from the great wars 
of the last century. We remember a different generation in conflicts 
like Korea, Cyprus, Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan. 


In Petawawa, every day is red Friday. We welcome our troops 
home to the prettiest base in Canada. 


CN NT 
@ (1410) 


[Translation] 


CANADARM 


Ms. Hélène LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
today, I invite my colleagues to celebrate with me the 30th 
anniversary of the Canadarm, which is an enduring example of 
Canadian innovation and know-how in space. The strength and 
versatility of the Canadarm illustrate the infinite potential for 
innovation in Canada. Overseen by the National Research Council of 
Canada, hundreds of our best minds spent an entire decade working 
on this monumental task. Together, they created this robotic 
technology capable of withstanding the most extreme weather and 
even moving a bus full of passengers. Since its debut, the Canadarm 
has logged more than 100 missions with space shuttles. 


The NDP is 100% behind our Canadian scientists and engineers, 
who have shown that Canada's reach extends not only throughout the 
world but also into space and that the only limits on our innovation 
are the ones we create. 


**e* 


NATIONAL ADDICTIONS AWARENESS WEEK 


Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lotbinière—Chutes-de-la-Chaudière, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to draw attention to National 
Addictions Awareness Week, which is currently being observed 
throughout Canada. An increasing number of Canadians are 
suffering from addictions, which have devastating consequences 
for the individuals and their friends and families. 


I would like to talk about the Portage organization, which has 10 
centres across Canada. Since its establishment in 1970, Portage has 
helped tens of thousands of people to take back control of their lives 
through different programs. Recently, Portage acknowledged the 
success of almost 350 people in Quebec who completed its program 
or maintained a positive, drug-free lifestyle for one year. 


I want to congratulate them. Their determination is proof that, 
with the necessary help, it is possible to overcome the demons of 
drug addiction. Kudos also to the entire Portage team for its 
contribution to Canadian society. 


Kok oe 


CANADARM 


Mr. Mare Garneau (Westmount—Ville-Marie, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, the International Space Station would not exist today 
without a significant contribution made by Canada. Of course, I am 
referring to the robotics used to assemble the station. Canada is 
famous for its expertise in space robotics, in particular the 
Canadarm, which is turning 30 this week. 
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I had the privilege and the pleasure of operating the Canadarm on 
two shuttle missions, once to capture a satellite and once to add a 
very large piece to the space station. I cannot tell members the pride I 
felt but I know that all Canadians felt the same pride watching this 
exquisitely precise performance of this incredible technology. 


Everyone was nervous when it first flew 30 years ago. Designed 
and tested in gravity, would it work in weightlessness? They need 
not have worried. It behaved flawlessly from the very beginning of 
its long and distinguished life. 


Let us all honour those very clever Canadians who designed and 
built the Canadarm. 


*** 


CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
Canadian Wheat Board chairman, Allen Oberg, and his seven 
directors continue to push their irresponsible, scorched earth policy. 


Early reports suggest that their most recent ad campaign is already 
costing western Canadian grain farmers a whopping $1.4 million. 
This is in addition to the $100,000 they are spending on a reckless 
and baseless lawsuit in an attempt to keep their draconian monopoly. 


Mr. Oberg is doing a great disservice to the farmers and staff he 
claims to represent by refusing to work with us to give the Canadian 
Wheat Board the best chance to succeed in an open market. 


Not only does Parliament have the right to change legislation, our 
government has a responsibility to deliver on the promises we made 
to Canadians. By playing fast and loose with farmers' hard-earned 
dollars, Mr. Oberg is highlighting the need for Bill C-18 to be passed 
by this House as soon as possible. 


While Mr. Oberg and other directors choose to punish farmers 
based upon their province of residence, our government will ensure 
western Canadian grain farmers receive the marketing freedom they 
want and justly deserve. 


*** 


© (1415) 
[Translation] 


CANADA ELECTIONS ACT 


Mr. Pierre-Luc Dusseault (Sherbrooke, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Conservative Party is guilty of breaking the law. It is guilty of 
election fraud to the tune of $1.3 million. But under the agreement 
that was negotiated, two Conservative senators and two high-ranking 
Conservatives will avoid trial and potential prison time. Since the 
charges were laid against high-ranking Conservatives, the provinces 
will not have to foot the bill for costly trials and prison stays. Yes, 
the Conservative Party is guilty. 


[English] 
It is reminiscent of when the Minister of Public Safety pleaded 


guilty to breaking election laws but managed to avoid trial and 
potential prison time. 
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For any other Canadian, the rules are clear: if one does the crime, 
one does the time. However, if the person is a Conservative insider 
and he or she does the crime, the Conservatives will pay the fine. It 
is shameful and just more proof that, under the Conservatives, 
friends and insiders get all the breaks while Canadian families get 
left behind. 


kK * 


NEW DEMOCRATIC PARTY OF CANADA 

Mr. Jay Aspin (Nipissing—Timiskaming, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the NDP is disunited on fairness of the shipbuilding process, merit- 
based selection of Supreme Court judges and marketing freedom for 
western Canadian farmers. A leadership candidate proposes mergers 
with the Liberals. Another leadership candidate disagrees with the 
NDP's constitutional position and the placeholder leader changed the 
NDP's long-standing position on democratic representation. 


When two Thunder Bay NDP MPs voted to. end the ineffective 
and wasteful long gun registry, their placeholder leader took harsh 
disciplinary measures to silence them. 


The Ontario Federation of Anglers and Hunters called these 
disgraceful actions “an affront to the parliamentary system”. 


The NDP punishes MPs who speak for their constituents while it 
rewards MPs who break their word. 


This is yet another worrying example that the ineffective, 
disunited NDP is not fit to govern. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
[English] 


INTERNATIONAL TRADE 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, until now Canada has been excluded from the trans-Pacific 
partnership trade talks largely because of our insistence on protecting 
our dairy and poultry industries. 


The Prime Minister has a poor record as a negotiator, but now he 
says that the United States wants us in the talks. 


I would like to know, what has changed? What will Canada give 
up in order to be allowed into the trans-Pacific partnership trade 
talks? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, we have formally expressed an interest in our willingness to 
work with the trans-Pacific partnership. 


Having said that, all countries approach these negotiations with a 
view to protecting their interests, as Canada certainly will. Therefore, 
Canada's approach to the TPP will not be different with respect to the 
European Union free trade negotiations. Of course, this includes our 
interest in defending and promoting our specific interests in the 
economy, including supply management. 


[Translation] 
Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 


Speaker, any trade agreement must first and foremost help to develop 
our communities, particularly communities that depend on agricul- 
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ture. In June, the government was very clear: it was going to defend 
the supply management program. 


The question now is: will the Conservatives take the same 
approach that they used with the Canadian Wheat Board and try to 
do away with the supply management program for poultry, eggs and 
dairy products? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, once again, we have been clear: Canada's approach will not 
be different in these negotiations from its approach in the European 
Union negotiations. I repeat: we have officially expressed our 
willingness to work with the trans-Pacific partnership, but all 
countries approach these negotiations with a view to protecting their 
interests. 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, in this time of economic crisis, improving trade with the 
APEC countries must be a priority, but the Conservatives must not 
repeat the mistakes of the past. Canada must insist that strict 
environmental standards, respect for human rights—which is a 
priority—and respect for workers' rights be central to any new trade 
agreement. 


Given the Conservatives' track record in this regard, what 
assurance can the government give that the trans-Pacific partnership 
will make these rights a top priority? 


© (1420) 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it is clear. Each time, our country has protected the interests 
of Canadians. Our Conservative government is concentrating on job 
creation for Canadians and on economic growth. That is our 
government's priority. 


**K* 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, 72,000 Canadians lost a full-time job last month. The 
Minister of Finance reacted by increasing employment insurance 
premiums. 


Families are unable to pay their bills now. It is not reasonable or 
smart to eat into the paycheques of workers in the middle of an 
economic crisis while lowering the taxes of large corporations. 


Why is this government insisting on dipping into the pockets of 
Canadians rather than helping them to find work? Canadians want 
jobs, and the government should be working to find jobs for 
Canadians. | 


[English] 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I guess that outlines the difference between this government 
and the NDP. We recognized a long time ago that Canadians want 
jobs. That is why we put in place an economic action plan that 
actually placed jobs in front of Canadians. We put stimulus money 
into the economy that helped provide jobs and infrastructure. 
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However, every time we bring something forward that helps the 
unemployed; for example, extending EI, the NDP votes against it. 
The EI hiring credit in the last budget, the NDP voted against that as 
well. 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, it looks like the Conservatives have not even seen the most 
recent job figures: 72,000 full-time jobs evaporated last month 
because of Conservative inaction. Also, they have blown their own 
deficit forecast yet again. The government has no plans to create 
jobs. It sounds an awful lot like a repeat of 2008 to me. That means 
Canadian families are going to pay the price. 


The question is very simple. When will the out of touch 
government get to work, so that Canadians can get back to work? 
We lost 72,000 jobs last month. Get to work. 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I wish that hon. member would have shown the same 
passion and voted with the last three budgets that actually put in 
place something that helped Canadians. 


It is a little late to the game to say that we should do something 
about increasing Canadian jobs. Our economic action plan did just 
that. 


There are 600,000 more Canadians working today than there were 
at the end of the recession and 81% of those are full-time jobs. That 
matters to those people. 


Re ae 


EMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, my question 
is for the Minister of National Defence. 


A question has arisen with respect to the employment insurance 
decision by the government to raise employment insurance 
premiums by some $600 million next year in defiance of the reality 
that, in fact, the economy has been losing jobs recently and that the 
economy is definitely slowing down. 


When we asked the Minister of Finance this question over many, 
many months, he kept saying that he had no authority or power over 
these increases. 


Why did the government not go all the way and stop the increases 
as of January 1, 2012? 

Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as the member knows, we have taken a number of steps to 
address the issues regarding the economy, particularly those with 
respect to employment insurance. 


Our government's top priority remains getting Canadians back to 
work. That is exactly what we are doing. We are working to promote 
economic growth. 


I do not know whether the hon. member heard or not but we have 
actually made announcements very much specifically dedicated to. 
that effort. We are committed to providing timely service to all 
Canadians who do need that service. 


That is what our minister has been doing. That is what our 
government's policy puts forward for the country. 
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[Translation] 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the fact 
remains that the Conservative government decided to increase taxes 
on workers and employers just as the economy is slowing down. It 
does not make any sense. No economist or theorist in the country 
would agree with such an approach. 


The government has shown that it can cut tax increases by 50%. 
Why does the government not go all out and say that there will be no 
tax increases this year? 


@ (1425) 
[English] 

Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the member has a point. Clearly, Canada is not immune to 
the global fluctuations that are occurring, especially with what we 


see happening in Europe. Of course, the European markets and what 
has happened in the United States definitely impact us. 


I will say what the government will not do. It will not do what the 
member's party did when it had a surplus in the EI fund, which was 
to expropriate and actually steal that money to use it for another 


purpose. 
I assure the House our government will not follow that example. 


kK * 


ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, on another 
subject to the same minister. 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order. The hon. member for Toronto Centre has the 
floor. 


Hon. Bob Rae: Mr. Speaker, there is no point in trying to respond 
to that. This is on another question. 


There was a third allegation today with respect to an RCMP 
officer in Alberta regarding a question of harassment. We have two 
serious allegations of harassment by two women in British 
Columbia. 


It is clear from the allegations that have been made that this is now 
a systemic issue. It is not just one officer complaining; it is clearly a 
number of officers complaining, and others feeling that they are not 
able to come forward because of a systemic problem. 


I ask the minister, what does the government intend to do to deal 
with an issue that is no longer one by one, but is clearly now a 
systemic issue in our national police force? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, like the interim leader of the Liberal Party, we in the 
government are very concerned about these reports. In fact, we 
expect that the new RCMP commissioner will be seized with this 
issue immediately. 


I am assured by the Minister of Public Safety that this will be on 
the agenda the very first time he meets with that new commissioner, 
when that position is filled. 
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The government's policy, including the RCMP of course, is one of 
zero tolerance with respect to harassment in the workplace. That is 
expected of every department, particularly the RCMP. 


*** 
[Translation] 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the United 
States have chosen the right approach by wanting to ensure that the 
Keystone XL project respects the environment. However, the 
Conservatives refuse to adopt an action plan to respect the 
environment. Rather than sitting down with the Americans to see 
how to do things better, the government insists on going forward. 


Will this government recognize that its inaction is harmful to our 
environment and to our jobs? 


[English] 
Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it is an important objective of our government to diversify 


the market for our resources, which is why I visited China and Japan 
last week where there was an excellent reception. 


The NDP has obviously not talked to Joseph Mancinelli of the 
Labourers' International Union of North America. Joe supports the 
XL pipeline because it would create jobs for his members. 


When will the NDP stop supporting jet-setting Hollywood actors 
and European— 


The Speaker: The hon. member for Halifax. 
Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Wow, Mr. Speaker. 


Make no mistake, the Keystone decision is the result of six years 
of Conservative inaction. The Americans are outspending us 18 to 1 
on renewable investments and 8 to | on clean energy. Instead of 
lobbying the U.S., why do we not look to it for an example? We 
should be creating jobs by diversifying our energy economy. 


The government is refusing to show leadership on climate change 
and the economy. When will it wake up and work with the 
Americans to help us build a green energy economy? 

Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, NDP members have never met a job creating private sector 
policy or project that they do not want to kill, a tax they do not want 
to raise, a regulation they do not want to impose, a freedom they do 
not want to curtail, an issue they do not try to use to divide 
Canadians, and a fictitious problem they do not want the government 
to solve at great cost. 


That is why the NDP is not fit to govern. 
*** 
@ (1430) 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, those 
answers clearly indicate how out of touch the Conservative 
government is. 


Our biggest trading partners are concerned about exports of oil 
sands bitumen because Conservatives failed to listen to sensible 
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health and climate concerns. The Prime Minister called this a no- 
brainer. The Americans and the Europeans call it a non-starter. 


Will the government listen to the legitimate concerns of our 
trading partners instead of just threatening the Americans with taking 
our oil to China? 


Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, we were disappointed with the delay in the Keystone 
pipeline which obviously results from U.S. domestic political 
considerations. We have consistently said the pipeline would create 
thousands of jobs in Canada and billions of dollars in economic 
activity. 


While we remain hopeful the project will eventually be decided on 
its merits, we will continue to ensure that markets are open outside 
North America. 


On my trip to Asia, the reception was— 
The Speaker: The hon. member for Nickel Belt. 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): It must have been a 
really good reception, Mr. Speaker. 


[Translation] 


It is clear that Europe and the United States do not want our oil, 
but the government says that that is no problem and that it will sell 
our oil elsewhere, and why not to China. This government has no 
vision for our economy and is putting all its eggs in one basket. 


Instead of selling raw bitumen to China, why does this 
government not find ways to refine Canadian oil here in Canada? 


Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the member does not understand that Canada does not have 
the oil refining capacity and that it costs billions of dollars. When I 
visited China and Japan, the reception was very good. Canada has an 
excellent reputation. That is why they want to continue to invest in 
Canada. They are very interested in our natural resources. 


**¥* 
[English] 


PARLIAMENTARY SECRETARY TO THE PRIME 
MINISTER 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
in the past month the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister 
has been called out by the Canadian judiciary, the Ethics 
Commissioner, the bar association, but now the senior law clerk of 
the House of Commons is warning that his behaviour at committee is 
an interference with the independence of the courts that is both 
unconstitutional and “unlawful”. Either the government respects the 
constitutional limits of Parliament or it does not. 


I have a simple question. Will the government rein in this rogue 
member, yes or no? 
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Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government and the 
member for Peterborough were elected to look out for taxpayers. 
That is what he has been doing. He deserves the applause of the 
House on all sides for standing up for taxpayers. That is what he has 
done. 


The CBC receives a lot of money from taxpayers. Our 
government believes that the CBC, the Wheat Board, and other 
organizations, have to be accountable for the money they receive 
from taxpayers. That is what the member for Peterborough has been 
fighting for. That is what we will continue to pursue with all 
government departments and agencies, including the CBC. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
we are talking about interfering in the independence of the courts. 
The parliamentary law clerk clearly said that the member for 
Peterborough violated Parliament's constitutional boundaries. He is 
turning the committee into a circus and his request for documents is 
unlawful. 


Is the attack on the CBC also an attack on the independence of 
Canadian courts? 


@ (1435) 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we are talking here about 
accountability and the responsibility of the CBC to be in tune with 
its needs and to be open to the public about the money it receives 
from taxpayers. 


That is what the Parliamentary Secretary is doing and that is what 
our government promised to Canadians during the last election 
campaign. We are asking for the CBC's receipts because it must be 
accountable. It was the same with our Bill C-2, under the former 
government. The CBC must show taxpayers that it will act 
responsibly with the money it receives from them. 


kK*E* 
[English] 


CAMPAIGN FINANCING 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, last week 
the Conservative Party of Canada pleaded guilty to exceeding 
campaign spending limits, failing to report election expenses, and 
violating the Canada Elections Act. Despite being found guilty, the 
Conservatives are calling it a victory. Plea bargaining and paying the 
maximum possible fines so that Conservative Party operatives do not 
get thrown into prison is not vindication. It is contemptible. 


When will the government stand up for election spending rules 
and get tough on the rule breakers in the Conservative Party? 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have a document from Elections Canada 
which says: 


The Contracting Party acknowledged acts that contravene section 405.21 and 
constitute an offence under paragraph 497...of the Canada Elections Act. 
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The contracting party in this Elections Canada document is the 
New Democratic Party of Canada. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, anyone can see the difference between trying to respect 
a man's final wishes and trying to steal an election, as the 
Conservative Party did in 2006. 


On August 30, the Privy Council summoned 200 civil servants to 
a meeting, supposedly to talk about budget cuts. But when they 
arrived, surprise, they found out it was a party organized to say 
goodbye to Dimitri Soudas, the Prime Minister's former director of 
communications . 


Is this government capable of making the distinction between the 
public service and partisan politics? 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member had the opportunity to 
apologize on behalf of his party for not complying with the Canada 
Elections Act. In the document I have here, the New Democratic 
Party admitted to breaking the law. There is good news for the 
Conservative Party: all of the Conservatives who were accused were 
cleared following the agreement that was reached last week. 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, not only do the Conservatives do as they please with 
the public service, as we have seen in the past, but now they are also 
using Parliament Hill as a private meeting room to honour party 
insiders or to organize an event for the Conservative Albany Club. 
And who will be the next guest of honour? The person responsible 
for cutting $4 billion in public services, the President of the Treasury 
Board. It makes no sense, it oversteps all boundaries, when members 
use Parliament to raise money for party insiders. 


Why do the Conservatives continue to believe that they do not 
have to follow the same rules as all other Canadians? 


[English] 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am glad the hon. member 
raised the issue of the Albany Club because I would like to make a 
bit of an advertisement for the NDP. Apparently there is a 
fundraising party for one of the NDP's leadership candidates, Mr. 
Topp, at the Albany Club. I guess it is okay for New Democrats to 
use the Albany Club, but not for us. 


Having said that, I would be happy to refer this matter to the 
Ethics Commissioner. 


kK *K* 


INTERNATIONAL TRADE 


Mr. Frank Valeriote (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Prime 
Minister is running out of ways to hide his famed allegiance to 
supply management while he paints himself into a corner. 
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Despite recent assurances, this weekend the Prime Minister 
announced his desire for membership in the trans-Pacific partner- 
ship, an organization which has been clear in its opposition to our 
valuable supply management system. 


In light of this announcement, I have a simple question for the 
government. Has it put the elimination of supply management on the 
table in exchange for membership in the trans-Pacific partnership, 
yes or no? 
© (1440) 

Mr. Gerald Keddy (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
International Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities 
Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC): First, Mr. Speaker, I 
totally reject the premise of that question, but I will confirm that we 
have expressed formally our willingness to join the trans-Pacific 
partnership. 


All countries approach negotiations with a view to protecting their 
interests. Canada's approach to the trans-Pacific partnership will not 
be different in this regard. It will be no different from our 
negotiations with the European Union. 


However, I would make it clear that we will continue to defend 
supply management as we always have. 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
government's answer to that last question is shallow indeed. Almost 
weekly, the U.S. surprises the minister with new fees or restrictions 
on Canadian business. Now, as a precondition to our joining TPP 
discussions, the U.S. is targeting supply management. 


On Saturday, the minister said the government did not see any 
reason to join the talks, and 24 hours later the Prime Minister was 
compromising supply management just to get to the table. 


Will the minister explain how an individual defends something the 
government is prepared to give away just to get in the room? 


Mr. Gerald Keddy (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
International Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities 
Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
hyperbole opposite is absolutely incredible and amazing. 


It is obvious to me that neither the member nor his party has read 
the throne speech, because in the throne speech we defended our 
position on supply management. 


Once again, our position on supply management has not prevented 
us from signing. trade agreements with a number of countries around 
the globe. Our position on supply management has been clear. We 
defend it and it is good for Canadian farmers. 


**e* 


CAMPAIGN FINANCING 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, just to revisit the issue, last week the 
Conservatives finally pleaded guilty to breaking the Canada 
Elections Act with their in and out scam. They have been hit with 
the highest fines possible, breaking two counts of the law, yet what 
we get is a stupid response from the parliamentary secretary 
speaking of— 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 
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The Speaker: Order. I think the member was referring to the 
quality of the response. It certainly is provoking a little disorder, so I 
would ask him to phrase his question carefully. The hon. member for 
Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor. 


Mr. Scott Simms: My apologies, Mr. Speaker. Provocation is not 
really my thing, but nonetheless I will continue. 


This is an absolutely ridiculous remark. Are members ready for 
this? He called it, after pleading guilty, a big victory. When he gets 
thrown in jail, will he call that a small victory, perhaps? 


The question remains, how many millions in tax dollars has the 
government had to shell out to fight the Conservative Party's 
stonewalling and its clearly baseless lawsuit against Elections 
Canada? 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, there are schoolchildren here watching us today. 
They have been told by some of their teachers that there is no such 
thing as a stupid question. We do not want them to leave here feeling 
disabused of that point of view. 


The Conservative Party did experience a big victory last. week 
when every single Conservative accused of wrongdoing was cleared. 


ke * 
[Translation] 


ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE 


Ms. Marjolaine Boutin-Sweet (Hochelaga, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
we are hearing more and more stories like that of Catherine 
Galliford, an RCMP corporal in British Columbia who was sexually 
harassed in the workplace for 20 years. How is this zero tolerance? 


Corporal Galliford has been off work for the past four years as a 
result of the harassment she endured. 


Will the government commit to dedicating all the resources 
necessary to supporting Corporal Galliford and other victims of 
sexual harassment in the workplace? 


© (1445) 
[English] 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
I am very concerned about these very troubling reports. We expect 
all members of the RCMP to carry out their duties with integrity and 
professionalism. Our government is committed to providing all 
women in the RCMP a workplace free of sexual harassment. I will 
be raising this issue with the new commissioner very shortly. 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu (Surrey North, NDP): Mr. Speaker, that 
answer shows that they have been asleep at the wheel. Every day 
more female officers are coming forward with stories of systemic 
sexual harassment at the RCMP. It has become so bad that a former 
RCMP spokesperson says she would not recommend any women opt 
for a career in the RCMP. If women complain, they get blacklisted. 
Their only way out is to take sick leave. The harassment complaint 
procedure is not working in the RCMP. 
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When will the government act to ensure that Canadian women can 
safely enter a career in the RCMP? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
- 1 am extremely concerned about these troubling reports. We expect 
that all members of the RCMP carry out their duties with integrity 
and professionalism. Our government is committed to providing all 
women, and indeed all men, in the RCMP a workplace free of 
harassment, sexual or otherwise. I will be raising this with the new 
commissioner very shortly. 


*k** 


PUBLIC SAFETY 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu (Surrey North, NDP): Mr. Speaker, last 
week, we learned just how badly the government is failing families 
living along our coastlines. Despite years of warnings, the 
government has not done a single review of whether the RCMP 
has what it needs to keep our ports safe. There is no national strategy. 
No one knows if the RCMP fleet is even strong enough. 


Does the government's so-called tough on crime agenda include 
ignoring port safety? Why is it failing to protect families along the 
coastlines? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
it is good to see that the New Democratic Party has actually 
developed an interest in the RCMP. The member's party has 
consistently voted against giving the RCMP, and all police officers, 
the tools they need to do their job. I hope that this is a sign that the 
NDP will finally start standing up for law enforcement officials, the 
RCMP, municipal or otherwise. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Sylvain Chicoine (Châteauguay—Saint-Constant, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, the Royal Canadian Mounted Police is not even aware 
of the condition of its fleet, yet the government would have us 
believe that the RCMP is capable of protecting our ports. This 
government boasts about being tough on criminals, yet it cannot give 
the RCMP the resources needed to maintain its vessels. 


When will this government decide to take action to ensure that the 
RCMP has the tools it needs to carry out its mandate, which is to 
keep Canadian families safe? 

[English] 

Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
this appears to be a trend. There are now two members of the NDP 
who are interested in the RCMP. The member's party has 
consistently voted against giving the RCMP and all other police 
officers the tools they need to do their job. 


I would call on the NDP to continue with this expression of 
concern so that we can work together and actually help police 
officers instead of helping criminals the way the NDP usually does. 


*K*K* 


INDUSTRY 


Mr. David Sweet (Ancaster—Dundas—Flamborough—West- 
dale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as the House knows, Canada's small 
businesses are the backbone of our economy and a source of good, 
well-paying jobs for people all across the country. That is why I was 
so pleased today to see the Minister of Industry announce an $80 
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million investment over the next three years to help these businesses 
adopt new forms of information and communications technologies, 
thereby helping them grow and become stronger. 


Would the minister tell us what good things he sees coming out of 
today's announcement? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government's number 
one priority is the economy. I was proud to announce this morning 
more than $80 million toward the strengthening of our small and 
medium-sized business sectors. This funding will help more than 
600 Canadian businesses to adopt new information technologies and 
new ways of doing business in our digital economy. 


[Translation] 


This $80-million investment will help our small and medium- 
sized businesses, 600 of which can use this investment to adapt to 
new technology, become more profitable, hire workers and take 
advantage of the digital economy. 


@ (1450) 
[English] 
With steps like this, Canada will lead the way. 


**K* 
[Translation] 


HIGHWAY SAFETY 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, Montrealers are worried about the Mount Royal Tunnel. There are 
no emergency exits, and two reports indicate that the tunnel does not 
meet fire safety standards and that it is impossible to make old 
tunnels compliant with current standards. Yet the commuter train 
travels through this tunnel every day. 


Does the government consider the Mount Royal Tunnel to be 
safe? 


[English] 


Hon. Steven Fletcher (Minister of State (Transport), CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, the government has confidence that the tunnel is safe. 
We look forward to working with our partners to ensure that the 
safety of federally-owned assets are secure. 


If the member is serious about safety, I wonder why his party 
voted against all the investments we have made in the infrastructure 
for the transportation around Montreal. The NDP has voted against 
every budget. If it were serious, it would support this government. 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, the government should stop backing away from its responsi- 
bilities. The fact is that the licence to use the tunnel is given by 
Transport Canada. Do Montrealers not deserve to know if this tunnel 
is safe? In New York, hundreds of millions of dollars have been 
invested to make tunnels safer. Is the government waiting for a fire 
or disaster before taking action? 
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Will the government take up its responsibility to protect public 
safety and act on this issue? 


Hon. Steven Fletcher (Minister of State (Transport), CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, the suggestion made by the NDP member that the 
government does not take safety seriously is very disappointing. If 
the member were serious about improving safety, he would work 
with the government and help us make the investments necessary, as 
we have done in the budgets of 2009, 2010 and 2011. It is very 
unfortunate and disingenuous of the NDP to stand and raise this 
issue when it has voted against the government every time we try to 
make the situation better. 


**K* 


AVIATION SAFETY 


Mr. Dennis Bevington (Western Arctic, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Conservatives’ reckless hands-off approach to aviation safety is 
putting Canadians at risk. Crashes in the north have cast a light on 
the problems with safety inspections. In my region, prairies and 
north, we are supposed to have 106 operational inspectors but we 
only have 74. In other regions, over one-third of the inspectors are 
missing and yet we allow airlines to regulate themselves, with no 
hands-on federal oversight. 


Will the Conservatives take the safety of Canadian families 
seriously and hire the safety inspectors we need for Canada's 
aviation industry? 


Hon. Steven Fletcher (Minister of State (Transport), CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, this government takes the safety of Canadians when 
flying very seriously. The CBC report, to which the member 
referred, has its facts wrong. We do not allow airlines to regulate 
their own compliance with safety regulations. We have a safety 
management system that is the world standard now. Canada was the 
leader and we will continue to be the leader in aviation safety. 


Again, if the NDP were serious, it would support this government 
and not scare Canadians about flying. Flying is the safest way of 
travel and it is partly because this government makes it so. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Isabelle Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, it is simply not enough. The safety management system 
was supposed to be implemented under the supervision of federal 
inspectors. However, former aviation inspectors are saying that 
Transport Canada has lost track of which companies have problems 
to rectify. Just in northern Canada and the Atlantic provinces, there is 
a shortfall of 51 inspectors. 


When will the Conservatives stop putting Canadians at risk and 
start hiring the inspectors we need? 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the safety of Canadians is an absolute priority 
for our government. The CBC report the previous hon. member was 
referring to is full of erroneous information. The Canadian air 
transportation system is one of the safest in the world. Transport 
Canada inspectors do at least 10,000 inspections across the country 
every year to ensure that the airlines are complying with the 
regulations. 


@ (1455) 


VETERANS 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
minister's political staff had access to a veteran's personal medical 
information. Ironically, the minister cannot discuss individual cases, 
precisely because of privacy protection concerns. 


Can the minister explain why and under what circumstances 
political staff had access to the. personal medical information of 
veterans? 


Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I can assure the hon. member that protecting the privacy of 
our veterans is a priority for our government. We have made 
significant progress in implementing the recommendations made by 
the Privacy Commissioner. That is why we have implemented a 10- 
point action plan, including privacy awareness and training for 
employees, enhanced monitoring of access, strict disciplinary 
measures, etc. 


We are taking measures to ensure that information about our 
veterans is under the highest security. 


[English] 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Eib.): Mr. Speaker, when a 
veteran makes a complaint, the response from the Conservatives is to 
check and access his personal medical information. It is an abuse of 
power whose clear goal is to threaten anyone who dares question or 
challenge them. 


The minister suggested last week that he had taken steps to protect 
veterans' privacy. What are those steps and when will he table them? 


Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I wish the member would listen to the answer. 


Any breach of privacy is totally unacceptable. We have put in 
place an action plan to deal with that issue. The Commissioner of 
Privacy is pleased with the action plan. It deals with employer 
awareness and training; access, controls and monitoring; and strict 
disciplinary measures. 


We are supporting our veterans. The member and his party have 
left our veterans in a decade of darkness. 
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[Translation] 


FEDERAL JUDICIARY 


Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Mr. Speaker, only 8 of 
the 41 federal judges appointed by the Conservative government this 
year were women. In 2010, 13 out of 37 appointees were women. 
However, women have outnumbered men in law faculties for a 
number of years. In addition, the number of female lawyers in 
Canada has been rising continually. Canadians want the government 
and the Prime Minister to show leadership in the area of gender 


equality. 


Why have this government and this Prime Minister given so little 
importance to equality? Will a benchmark be established for future 
appointments? 


[English] 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, no government has been 
more committed to the promotion of women than this government 
and I am very proud to be a part of this government. 


Perhaps the hon. member has not heard but, when it comes to full- 
time judges, thanks to our government, women now represent 
approximately 40% of Canada's judiciary. I was just at the 
installation of a woman to the Supreme Court of Canada, which 
makes 5 out of the 11 judges at the federal Court of Appeals women, 
as are 8 of the 12 judges on the Alberta Court of Appeal and 12 out 
of the 14 on the B.C. Court of Appeal. 


The NDP members should not make politics out of the judiciary. 
Supporting the judiciary is what they should be doing. 


Ms. Mylène Freeman (Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, what the government is not telling us is that 
those numbers are actually just getting worse and worse. ; 


This year, under the Conservative government, less than 20% of 
judicial appointments are women. That is just not good enough. 
Talented female lawyers and all Canadian women deserve better. 


Provinces and many other countries have moved to a transparent, 
arm's-length judicial appointment process. The government needs to 
improve appointment processes and set benchmarks for gender 


equity. 


Why will the Conservative government not act now to ensure 
equity and equal opportunity for women? 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am very proud of this 
government's record. We continue to make appointments on the 
basis of merit and legal excellence. I would ask the hon. member to 
check her figures. The number of women has gone up under this 
administration at all different levels. 


I would ask her to quit playing politics with the judiciary of this 
country. I say to opposition members to support the judiciary and the 
measures that have been undertaken by this government. It would be 
good for the NDP. 
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@ (1500) 


APEC SUMMIT 


Mr. Ron Cannan (Kelowna—Lake Country, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, our government's top priority remains jobs and the 
economy. Canada's continuing strong performance in the face of 
ongoing challenges in the global economy is the envy of the world. 
With one of the fastest economic growth rates in the G7, low 
business costs and taxes, the world's soundest banking system and a 
job creating pro-trade plan, Canada offers many advantages. 


Would the hard-working parliamentary secretary please update the 
House on the recent achievements at the APEC summit? 


Mr. Gerald Keddy (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
International Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities 
Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we 
continue to strengthen our economic co-operation in the Asia-Pacific 
region. At the APEC summit, we signed a telecommunications 
agreement with Mexico and formally expressed our willingness to 
join the trans-Pacific partnership which represents a potential market 
of more than 775 million people. 


At the same time, we will continue to defend and promote 
Canada's specific interests and every sector of our economy as part 
of our job creating pro-trade plan. 


wk *k* 


CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
immigrants admitted through the government's live-in caregivers 
stream say that they have been duped by the immigration minister. 


Prior to the May election, the minister touted the program's 
success and the government's supposed plans to help it grow but now 
he is clawing back their access to permanent residency and is making 
it ever harder for new live-in caregivers to come to Canada. 


Will the minister stand up for these important immigrants or was 
his promise to support the live-in caregiver program just another pre- 
election ploy to grab votes? 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I wonder what Ruby Dhalla 
thinks about this issue. 


This government has stood up for vulnerable caregivers in a way 
that the previous Liberal government was completely inactive. We 
have, for example, eliminated the requirement for a second medical 
examination so that when caregivers get sick during their temporary 
period in Canada they are not penalized. The Liberals never did that. 
We have moved the cost of recruitment fees, travel and health 
insurance from the caregivers to the employers. We have created a 
blacklist so we will deny work permits for caregivers to abusive 
employers. We have acted to protect vulnerable caregivers in a way 
the Liberals never did. 
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MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY 


Ms. Olivia Chow (Trinity—Spadina, NDP): Mr. Speaker, every 
year, Canadian cyclists and pedestrians die needlessly when they are 
sucked under the back wheels of large trucks. Twenty-five years ago 
in Europe, truck side guards were made mandatory. As a result, 
cyclists’ deaths in Britain were cut by 61%. Having side guards may 
have saved the life of Jenna Morrison. 


What will it take for the minister to act to protect Canadians and 
make truck side guards mandatory? 


Hon. Steven Fletcher (Minister of State (Transport), CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, our thoughts and prayers go out to all those who have 
been involved in this type of tragic bicycle or pedestrian incidents. 
The case last week that the NDP member raised is very tragic. We 
take all these types of safety matters seriously. We are looking to 
research to see what can be done in this area. 


Having said that, if the provinces feel that side guards are 
necessary, they are capable of mandating them themselves. I look 
forward to working with the member and any other member who has 
an interest in this topic. 


XX % 


TOURISM 


Mr. Gordon Brown (Leeds—Grenville, CPC): Mr. Speaker, last 
week, we received some great news. Canada's reputation among 
travellers was recognized as the best in the world by FutureBrand, an 
international design and branding firm. 


Will the Minister of State for Small Business and Tourism please 
tell the House what this government is doing to help keep Canadian 
tourism at the top? 


Hon. Maxime Bernier (Minister of State (Small Business and 
Tourism), CPC): Mr. Speaker, because of guys like the member for 
Leeds—Grenville, we have a new national federal strategy for 
tourism and it is working. I am very proud of that and very proud of 
our work with the industry. 


[Translation] 


With the national tourism strategy, we have ensured that Canada's 
tourism businesses create jobs and that our country is positively 
recognized internationally. I am very proud of what we have 
accomplished and I wish to thank all members for their work in this 
area. 


@ (1505) 
[English] 
JUSTICE 


Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, within the last month, courts on Vancouver Island had to 
dismiss two serious drunk driving cases due to court delays. B.C. 
provincial jails, like Wilkinson Road Jail in my riding, are already at 
more than 200% over capacity, with the result being five riots in the 
system in the last two years. Now the government's ineffective, high- 
cost omnibus crime bill would put even more strain on our justice 
system. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


November 14, 2011 


Can the Minister of Justice explain to Canadians why the 
government is so determined to put corrections officers at even 
greater risk, and can he explain why he is pressing ahead with Bill 
C-10 when he should know it will put courts in the position of 
having to dismiss hundreds of serious criminal cases due to lack of 
resources? 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the reason his Manitoba 
colleagues are supportive of what we are doing is that the particular 
bill targets those who molest children, the people involved with 
organized crime and drug traffickers. I suggest that the member go 
back, spend some time with his constituents and ask them how they 
feel about these important questions. I am sure that like all 
Canadians, they will be supportive of what we are doing in this area. 


wR *% 
[Translation] 


INTERNATIONAL TRADE 


Mr. Jean-Francois Fortin (Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Ma- 
tane—Matapédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, yesterday the Prime Minister 
was quite happy to announce that Canada is now trying to officially 
join the Asia-Pacific free trade talks. What he did not say is that one 
of the conditions will be abandoning the Quebec agricultural model 
that has benefited thousands of farmers. Contrary to what the 
Minister of International Trade said on Saturday, the Prime Minister 
also stated that everything is negotiable. 


My question is simple: what changed between Saturday night and 
Sunday? Why is the Prime Minister prepared to give up supply 
management to the detriment of our farmers? 


[English] 


Mr. Gerald Keddy (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
International Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities 
Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, again I 
would ask the hon. member to go back and read the throne speech 
and take a look at our position and our stance since 2006, when we 
first formed government. Our protection and defence of supply 
management has not prevented us from entering into trade 
negotiations with partners around the world. The member may 
think it precludes it, but it actually does not, so we can defend our 
position on supply management in Canada and still have a pro-job, 
pro-trade plan for Canada. 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 
[English] 


CANADA-BRAZIL AIR TRANSPORT AGREEMENT 


Mr. Bob Dechert (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, pursuant to section 32(2) of 
the Standing Orders, I have the pleasure to table, in both official 
languages, four treaties, the first of which is the agreement between 
the Government of Canada and the Government of the Federal 
Republic of Brazil on air transport, signed in Brazil on August 8, 
2011. 
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CANADA-COSTA RICA AIR TRANSPORT AGREEMENT 


Mr. Bob Dechert (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the second treaty is the 
agreement of the Government of Canada and the Government of the 
Republic of Costa Rica on air transport, signed in San José on 
August 11, 2011. 


* Ke *% 


CANADA-KUWAIT FOREIGN INVESTMENT PROMOTION 
AND PROTECTION AGREEMENT 


Mr. Bob Dechert (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the third treaty is the Canada- 
Kuwait Foreign Investment Promotion and Protection Agreement, 
signed in Ottawa on September 26, 2011. 


*** 


2010 PROTOCOL ON CARRIAGE OF HAZARDOUS AND 
NOXIOUS SUBSTANCES BY SEA 


Mr. Bob Dechert (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the fourth is the Protocol of 
2010 to the International Convention on Liability and Compensation 
for Damage in Connection with the Carriage of Hazardous and 
Noxious Substances by Sea of 1996, signed in London on April 30, 
2010. 


An explanatory memorandum is included with each treaty. 


nie) (ae. “ie 


GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to Standing Order 36(8), I have the honour to table, in both 
official languages, the government's response to 20 petitions. 


k* x *% 


MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY ACT 


Ms. Olivia Chow (Trinity—Spadina, NDP) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-344, An Act to amend the Motor Vehicle Safety Act 
(side guards). 


She said: Mr. Speaker, I rise today to move the cyclists-pedestrian 
protection act, which would help prevent senseless deaths caused by 
being pulled under the back wheels of large trucks. The bill calls for 
the mandatory installation of side guards on trucks. It is a safety 
measure used in many other nations. 


The bill is too late for Jenna Morrison, a pregnant mom who was 
tragically killed while riding her bicycle in Toronto last week, but it 
is not too late for the ones she left behind. It is not too late for Lucas, 
her five-year-old son. 


Other countries have acted. In Britain and Europe, these truck 
guards are mandatory, and lives have been saved. Cyclist deaths 
have been reduced. We have tried to pass this bill before in the 
House, but failed. 


In Toronto tonight, the family and friends of Jenna Morrison will 
grieve for her in a memorial service. The bill would give them reason 
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to hope that this tragic loss would help to protect others. Let us 
proceed with this bill in Jenna Morrison's memory. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


gr er 
@ (1510) 


CONFLICT OF INTEREST AND ETHICS COMMISSIONER 
REPORT 


Mr..Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP) moved: 


That the report of the Office of the Conflict of Interest and Ethics Commissioner in 
relation to the former Member for Simcoe—Grey, presented by the Speaker on 
Monday, September 19, 2011, be referred to the Standing Committee on Procedure 
and House Affairs and that the Committee study the report with a view to further 
investigate the Commissioner's findings in order to resolve outstanding questions; 
and that the Committee report its findings to the House no later than six months after 
the adoption of this motion. 


[Translation] 


The Speaker: Before debate begins on the motion just moved, I 
would like to make a short statement. 


As members well know, the Conflict of Interest Code for members 
of the House of Commons provides for certain procedures that the 
House must follow should the Ethics Commissioner conclude that a 
member has not complied with an obligation under the code. These 
procedures differ depending on the nature of the contravention and 
can lead to a debate and a vote on a motion to concur in the report. 


[English] 


In the case of the particular report that has given rise to the motion 
now before the House and without anticipating what decision the 
House may make, the chair believes that the House is now faced 
with a situation never envisaged when the code was first drafted. 
One basic principle entrenched in many of our rules allows for 
individuals who are the subject of such reports to be heard—that is, 
to participate in debate and present arguments. Indeed, section 28, 
paragraph 9 of the code assumes this in stating that: 


Within 10 sitting days after the tabling of the report of the Commissioner in the 
House of Commons, the Member who is the subject of the report shall have a right to 
make a statement in the House immediately following Question Period, provided that 
he or she shall not speak for more than 20 minutes. 


This opportunity is, of course, no longer afforded to the former 
member for Simcoe—Grey, who was not returned after the last 
election. It would seem to the chair that the House may wish to 
reflect on the circumstance, and accordingly I would invite the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs to examine the 
code in light of this unforeseen situation and to make any 
recommendation it deems appropriate. 


[Translation] 
I thank honourable members for their attention. 
[English] 


Resuming debate, the hon. member for Timmins—James Bay. 
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Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I am very pleased that before we began this discussion today, you 
pointed out that the member who was the subject of this report is no 
longer in the House. If we are going to look at these issues as 
parliamentarians, we have to look at the larger implications rather 
than the individual behaviour of a member who, as you quite rightly 
pointed out, is no longer here to defend herself. That is something 
we should be reminded of. 


All members of the House are very aware of the issues with the 
former member for Simcoe-Grey and her husband, Mr. Jaffer, in 
connection with the question of lobbying improprieties. That was 
ruled upon by the Ethics Commissioner. Once again, the Ethics 
Commissioner has given us an excellent report, and we greatly value 
the work of the Ethics Commissioner. 


This matter should be moved to committee for study now because 
it is important to make sure that we learn the lessons from it, because 
as you will hear, Mr. Speaker, as I speak today, there are a number of 
questions about the inconsistencies, the gaps in testimony, the 
difficulty that the Ethics Commissioner stated she had in receiving 
evidence. This issue is larger than the behaviour of an individual 
member. If the Ethics Commissioner is charged to examine an issue, 
we have to ensure that he or she has the full resources and the ability 
to open the necessary doors. That is the reason we believe it should 
be moved on to committee to be examined. 


A couple of key elements are germane to this discussion. One is 
that at the very beginning of her report, the Ethics Commissioner 
talks about how she was contacted by the Prime Minister's Office, 
which advised her to seek advice from a private investigator who 
would provide more information to the Ethics Commissioner on the 
allegations against Ms. Guergis and her husband. The Ethics 
Commissioner writes that she did contact the private investigator and 
was told that he had no allegations to present. At the time, this move 
by the Prime Minister attracted a great deal of media attention and 
perhaps may have prejudiced the case against Ms. Guergis 
somewhat. There is the question of why the Prime Minister 
intervened, sent the letter and told the Ethics Commissioner to 
speak with a private investigator, and then the private investigator 
clearly said that he had nothing to offer. 


This is not the first time that the Ethics Commissioner has been 
led down the garden path by government members looking to deal 
perhaps more with partisan protection of their own party than with 
the larger issue at hand. We know that just a few weeks ago the 
Ethics Commissioner had to speak out on the role of the ethics 
committee and on the allegations made by the member for 
Peterborough against the New Democratic Party in a letter, thus 
creating a whole committee hearing based on allegations. The Ethics 
Commissioner had to come and say she was never presented with 
any evidence. She wanted to know how she could be expected to do 
her job if a member on the government side—the parliamentary 
secretary to the Prime Minister, in this case—made wild, unfounded 
accusations against an individual or against a political party and then 
refused to back them up. The impact in the media is that something 
terrible has occurred. 


The Ethics Commissioner's job is to go through the evidence. She 
had obviously asked the member for Peterborough to present the 
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evidence to back up the allegations. He did not bother to do that. He 
actually took it to committee, where he made further, and in some 
cases, wild, hairy, outrageously bizarre accusations. However, not 
one of these accusations was backed up with any evidence. I think 
the Ethics Commissioner felt she was being used politically in a 
stunt, so the question of why the Prime Minister asked the Ethics 
Commissioner to speak-with a private investigator who was not able 
to provide any evidence is certainly among the first questions that 
need to be asked. 


As well, numerous inconsistencies and gaps in witness testimony 
were raised in the report. In particular, the Ethics Commissioner 
points out that Ms. Guergis and Mr. Jaffer, the husband and wife 
couple, both former members of Parliament, appeared to have 
difficulty remembering details around the events of August and 
September of 2009, including the letter that she wrote, the details 
surrounding that letter and the business dealings Mr. Jaffer had with 
the companies of Mr. Wright. She was unable to get a clear answer 
from them. 


@ (1515) 


This is the central issue of the investigation. What was that 
business relationship? How did Mr. Jaffer play his role as an amateur 
lobbyist, while his wife was a cabinet minister? We should have been 
able to get clear answers, but none of those answers were given in a 
clear or straightforward manner. The Ethics Commissioner reported 
on this. Ms. Guergis and Mr. Jaffer are not here to explain their roles. 


We need to look at this in terms of parliamentary procedure. We 
have to ensure that when the Ethics Commissioner is tasked with 
examining serious allegations of conflict of interest, that she is able 
to get the answers. 


The other element that the commissioner raised in her report was 
the difficulty in obtaining documentary evidence. This again is key 
for us in order to ensure that the rules were followed. 


I think members will agree with me that the case of Mr. Jaffer 
offering to help friends of his by opening doors to the Prime 
Minister's Office and the Conservative Party represents the new face 
of lobbying that we are seeing. Former members, former people with 
ties to the Conservative Party, are using their role to offer influence, 
but are not necessarily coming forward as lobbyists. They are flying 
under the radar. 


There is a larger question of Mr. Jaffer and his role with Green 
Power Generation. Under the Lobbying Act, are we ensuring that the 
way this system is set up is actually working? We know the vast 
majority of the 5,000 or some lobbyists who troll various parts of the 
Hill at given times follow the rules. They write down with whom 
they meet. Some of them represent small volunteer organizations, 
while some represent very large powerful interests. The fact is free 
floaters like Mr. Jaffer come in and set up meetings. He was under 
the radar. This could have serious implications on the credibility of 
our system. 


The difficulty faced by the Ethics Commissioner in getting 
documentary evidence on such a case needs to be examined. 
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Mr. Jaffer told the Ethics Commissioner that he did not engage in 
work with Green Power Generation between his arrest on September 
11, 2009, and mid to late October 2009, yet the Ethics Commissioner 
found that he was involved with Green Power Generation. He had 
discussions with Mr. Gillani's lawyer on September 16, 2009, about 
a contract. Emails were going back and forth. There were several 
discussions and at least one meeting with Mr. Wright in late 
September and ongoing 2009 about continuing work with them. 
Clearly the evidence that he gave contradicted the evidence the 
commissioner found. 


What was used in their defence was the fact that they were not 
compensated. My friend from Winnipeg has often said, “Just 
because you're a bad lobbyist doesn't mean you are not a lobbyist. 
Just because you didn't end up making any money, doesn't mean you 
didn't contravene the act’. 


The fact that they did not end up making money out of this might 
be indicative of a couple of things. First, fortunately the light was 
shone on those corners fairly quickly and we saw them scurry off. 
Second, we understand that they were not doing this because it was 
seen as a benevolent society. There was clearly an understanding that 
if they were not compensated now, there would be compensation 
down the road. This is exactly the findings of the Ethics 
Commissioner. She states: 


Even if Mr. Jaffer and Mr. Glémaud did not expect to be compensated specifically 
for their work...it would be reasonable to conclude that the prospect of a longer term 
relationship with International Strategic Investments or Wright Tech and Green Rite 
would depend on Green Power Generation’s ability to add value to the business 
projects related to these companies....I therefore conclude that the work of Mr. Jaffer 
and Green Power Generation...was carried out with the expectation of future financial 
reward. 


This is something that any average Canadian is going to 
understand. Obviously, if they were opening doors for a company 
to get contracts, they were doing it for the sense of financial benefit 
not just for the betterment of the human race. The fact that Mr. Jaffer 
was using his position as a former parliamentarian and as the 
husband of a key cabinet minister was obviously a question of 
conflict of interest. 


This then relates to the other part of the marriage partnership. It 
was Ms. Guergis who said that she distanced herself and yet she 
wrote letters on behalf of interests. It was clearly found for the 
purposes of this inquiry that she had acted to further a private interest 
or had attempted to do so. 


The findings of the Ethics Commissioner stand. They are not 
surprising to anyone who followed the case. 


@ (1520) 


The issue is how often is this happening behind the scenes? How 
many other former parliamentarians are opening doors to friends? 
How many people are making financial arrangements based on the 
fact that it is who one knows in the PMO? 


That is why the document does need to be examined. Even though 
it relates to an event that happened before the last election, the issues 
are still germane now. 


I am more than willing to take any questions from my good 
friends and colleagues in the House. 
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Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I am persuaded by the argument of the hon. member for Timmins— 
James Bay that these issues are not moot. 


The former member for Simcoe—Grey was not re-elected. I think 
Helena Guergis' name was shabbily treated by people in her party in 
the way in which she was vilified and basically thrown to the RCMP 
for criminality when those charges were clearly false. 


The reality is the conflict of interest and the use of the role of 
lobbyist by a former MP. There is a tremendous amount here that 
could use clarification for future guidance to clean up our roles and 
ensure the ethical behaviour of members of Parliament and former 
members of Parliament who continue to use the offices of their 
friends to advance business interests. The hon. member is quite right. 


I ask for his view as to whether this issue could go forward even if 
the previous members are no longer in the House. 


Mr. Charlie Angus: Mr. Speaker, we should have stated clearly at 
the beginning that everyone knows Ms. Guergis was made to be a 
political scapegoat for this party. The Ethics Commissioner pointed 
that out in the opening statement of her document where she talked 
about the Prime Minister contacting her about his allegations to the 
RCMP. We never even heard what those allegations were. There is 
an obvious sense that she was thrown under the bus. 


However, out of this study there are clear questions about whether 
people are able to fly under the radar of the Lobbying Act and open 
doors for their friends. There is certainly a sense in Ottawa right now 
that the Conservatives are open for business with their buddies and 
that is done in the backrooms. 


This report came out. We were dealing with this issue just before 
the last election, but these issues have not been solved. We need to 
take this to committee. We need to look at the role of the Lobbying 
Act. We need to look at whether the Ethics Commissioner has the 
ability to ensure that the light is shone in the dark recesses of that 
Conservative gang over there. 


@ (1525) 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, ironically when I read what is called the Guergis report, 
there is another name I could put, that being the President of the 
Treasury Board report. The recent $50 million boondoggle event 
which occurred in his riding is eerily similar to what is happening 
here. The member is right. It is not what one knows; it is who one 
knows. Obviously some people knew who he was because he was 
able to divert $50 million from border security into everything else 
in his riding. 


The Conservatives have not learned anything from the Guergis 
report or from what happened to Helena Guergis. Therefore, could 
my colleague elaborate on whether he sees a trend within the cabinet 
of the Conservative Party? 


Mr. Charlie Angus: Mr. Speaker, certainly we have a minister 
who had his hands on $50 million he never should have had his 
hands on in the first place, blew it and then claimed he did not have a 
paper trail. 
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If the Canada Revenue Agency phoned folks back home, said that 
it heard they got their hands on a couple of million dollars, blew it 
and asked what they spent it on and if they said that they did not 
have a paper trail, do people think the agency would say that it was 
okay, that the next time it would do things differently? 


We see a breach to the sense of obligation that parliamentarians 
are meant to be held to a code. I think the Conservatives believe they 
are above that code. I cannot think of a precedence other than 
perhaps Huey Long, the long-standing governor in Louisiana who 
used to give out pork off the back of a truck, or Maurice Duplessis in 
Quebec. However, there is a sense now that the way they do business 
is out of the back of their vans driving up the country roads of 
Muskoka. Apparently, they are giving out so much pork in Muskoka 
now that some members seem to have little curly tails behind them. 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
could the member for Timmins—James Bay elaborate on what he 
hopes would come out of the procedure and House affairs committee 
if the matter were referred there? 


Mr. Charlie Angus: Mr. Speaker, we need to find out what the 
obstructions were in terms of getting the documents, what the 
problem was with getting clear witness testimony that was verifiable 
and what the role of the Prime Minister was in sending a letter, 
talking about RCMP allegations that were never brought to light. 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
sadly, we see that the member for Timmins—James Bay is 
continuing with the NDP pattern of delay and obfuscation when it 
comes to debating government legislation. We have government 
legislation that we consider to be of importance to all Canadians, yet 
the NDP sees fit on almost a daily basis to try to delay and sidetrack 
important debate from occurring in this place. 


Therefore, I have no alternative but to, regretfully, move the 
following motion. I move: 


That the debate be now adjourned. 


The Speaker: The question is on the motion. Is it the pleasure of 
the House to adopt the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
Some hon. members: No. 


The Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will please say 
yea. 


Some hon. members: Yea. 

The Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay. 
Some hon. members: Nay. 

The Speaker: In my opinion the nays have it. 

And five or more members having risen: 


The Speaker: Call in the members. 
© (1605) 


(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the 
following division:) 


Ablonczy 

Adler 

Albas 

Alexander 

Allison 

Anders 

Armstrong 

Aspin 

Benoit 

Bezan 

Block 

Braid 

Brown (Leeds—Grenville) 
Bruinooge 

Calandra 

Cannan 

Carrie 

Chong 

Clement 

Davidson 

Del Mastro 

Dykstra 

Finley (Haldimand—Norfolk) 
Galipeau 

Gill 

Goguen 

Goodyear 

Gourde 

Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) 
Hayes 

Hillyer 

Hoeppner 

James 

Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's) 
Kent 

Komarnicki 

Lake 

Leef 

Lemieux 

Lizon 

Lukiwski 

MacKay (Central Nova) 
Mayes 

McLeod 

Menzies 

Miller 

Moore (Fundy Royal) 
Norlock 

O'Neill Gordon 
Oliver 

Paradis 

Penashue 

Preston 

Rajotte 

Reid 

Richards 

Rickford 
Schellenberger 
Shea 

Shory 

Sopuck 

Stanton 

Strahl 

Tilson 

Toews 

Trottier 

Tweed 

Valcourt 

Van Loan 

Warawa 

Watson 

Sky Country) 
Weston (Saint John) 
Williamson 
Woodworth 

Young (Vancouver South) 


(Division No. 54) 
YEAS 


Members 


Adams 
Aglukkaq 
Albrecht 
Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) 
Ambler 
Anderson 
Ashfield 
Bateman 
Bernier 
Blaney 
Boughen 
Breitkreuz 
Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) 
Butt 

Calkins 
Carmichael 
Chisu 

Clarke 
Daniel 
Dechert 
Dreeshen 
Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) 
Fletcher 
Gallant 
Glover 
Goldring 
Gosal 
Grewal 
Hawn 
Hiebert 
Hoback 
Holder 

Jean z 
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) 
Kerr 

Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) 
Lauzon 
Leitch 
Leung 

Lobb 
Lunney 
MacKenzie 
McColeman 
Menegakis 
Merrifield 
Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam) 
Nicholson 
O'Connor 
Oda 

Opitz 

Payne 
Poilievre 
Raitt 
Rathgeber 
Rempel 
Richardson 
Ritz 

Seeback 
Shipley 
Smith 
Sorenson 
Storseth 
Sweet 

Toet 

Trost 

Truppe 
Uppal 

Van Kesteren 
Wallace 
Warkentin 
Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to 


Wilks 
Wong 
Young (Oakville) 
Zimmer— — 150 
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NAYS 
Members 
Allen (Welland) Angus 
Aubin Bélanger 
Bennett Benskin 
Bevington Blanchette 
Blanchette-Lamothe Boivin 
Boulerice Boutin-Sweet 
Brahmi Brison 
Brosseau Byrne 
Caron Casey 
Cash Charlton 
Chicoine Choquette 
Chow Christopherson 
Cleary Coderre 
Comartin Côté 
Cotler Crowder 
Cuzner Davies (Vancouver Kingsway) 
Day Dion 
Dionne Labelle Doré Lefebvre 
Dubé Duncan (Etobicoke North) 
Dusseault Easter 
Eyking Fortin 
Freeman Garneau 
Garrison Genest-Jourdain 
Giguère Godin 
Goodale Gravelle 
Groguhé Harris (Scarborough Southwest) 
Harris (St. John's East) Hughes 
Jacob Julian 
Kellway Lamoureux 
Lapointe Larose 
Latendresse Laverdière 
LeBlanc (Beauséjour) LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard) 
Leslie Liu 
Mai Marston 
Masse Mathyssen 
May McGuinty 
McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) Michaud 


Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) 
Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine) 


Murray Nantel 

Nash Nicholls 

Nunez-Melo Pacetti 

Papillon Péclet 

Perreault Pilon 

Quach Rafferty 

Ravignat Raynault 

Regan Rousseau 

Sandhu Scarpaleggia 

Sellah Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 

sor) 

Sims (Newton—North Delta) St-Denis 

Stewart Stoffer 

Thibeault Toone 

Tremblay Trudeau 

Turmel Valeriote- — 108 
PAIRED 

Nil 


Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord) 
Morin (Laurentides—Labelle) 


The Speaker: I declare the motion carried. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I 
refer to what has just taken place. I look at the order paper where it 
says that debate is limited to two hours, pursuant to section 28(11) of 
the Conflict of Interest Code for Members of the House of 
Commons. That is reflecting the amount of debate that should have 
been allowed on this particular issue. 


That is the reason I stand on a point of order. It is important to note 
that the NDP had moved a motion that was supposed to be entitled to 
two hours of debate and before any other member was even afforded 
the opportunity to speak to the motion, the government, using its 
majority, made the— 
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© (1610) 
The Speaker: Order, please. I have to stop the member there. 
The motion to adjourn a debate is not debatable. It is votable and 


members have all had the opportunity to express their view on the 
motion, and the House has just taken a decision on it. 


[Translation] 


Given the results of the previous vote, the Chair would like to 
remind the House of the provisions of subsection 28(12) of the 
Conflict of Interest Code for Members of the House of Commons, 
which reads: 


[English] 


If no motion pursuant to subsection (11) has been previously moved and disposed 
of, a motion to concur in the report shall be deemed to have been moved on the 30th 
sitting day after the day on which the report was tabled, and the Speaker shall 
immediately put every question necessary to dispose of the motion. 


Given that the motion of the member for Timmins—James Bay 
has not been disposed of and given that today is the 30th sitting day 
after the day on which the report was tabled, the Chair is obliged to 
proceed. 


[ Translation] 


In accordance with subsection 28(12) of the Conflict of Interest 
Code for Members of the House of Commons, a motion to concur in 
the report of the Conflict of Interest and Ethics Commissioner, 
entitled The Guergis Report, is deemed to have been moved. 


[English] 
Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 
Some hon. members: Agreed. 
Some hon. members: No. 


The Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will please say 
yea. 


Some hon. members: Yea. 

The Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay. 
Some hon. members: Nay. 

The Speaker: In my opinion the nays have it. 


And five or more members having risen: 


The Speaker: The chief government whip has just advised me 
that if I were to seek it, ‘might find consent to proceed with the vote 
immediately. 


Some hon. members: No. 
The Speaker: There is no consent. 


Call in the members. 


@ (1650) 


(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the 
following division:) 
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McColeman 
McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) 


YEAS 


Members 
Ablonczy Adams 
Adler Aglukkaq 
Albas Albrecht 
Alexander Allen (Welland) 
Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) Allison 
Ambler Anders 
Anderson Angus 
Armstrong Ashfield 
Aspin Aubin 
Bateman Bélanger 
Bennett Benoit 
Benskin Bernier 
Bevington Bezan 
Blanchette Blanchette-Lamothe 
Blaney Block 
Boivin Boughen 
Boulerice Boutin-Sweet 
Brahmi Braid 
Breitkreuz Brison 
Brosseau Brown (Leeds—Grenville) 
Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) Bruinooge 
Butt Byrne 
Calandra Calkins 
Cannan Carmichael 
Caron Carrie 
Casey Cash 
Charlton Chicoine 
Chisu Chong 
Choquette Chow 
Christopherson Clarke 
Cleary Clement 
Coderre Comartin 
Côté Cotler 
Crowder Cuzner 
Daniel Davidson 
Davies (Vancouver Kingsway) Day 
Dechert Del Mastro 
Dion Dionne Labelle 
Doré Lefebvre Dreeshen 
Dubé Duncan (Etobicoke North) 
Dusseault Dykstra 
Easter Eyking 


Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) 
Fletcher 


Finley (Haldimand—Norfolk) 
Fortin 


Freeman Galipeau 
Gallant Garneau 
Garrison Genest-Jourdain 
Giguère Gill 

Glover Godin 

Goguen Goldring 
Goodale Goodyear 
Gosal Gourde 
Gravelle Grewal 
Groguhé Harris (Scarborough Southwest) 
Harris (St. John's East) Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) 
Hawn Hayes 

Hiebert Hillyer 

Hoback Hoeppner 
Holder Hughes 

Jacob James 

Jean Julian 

Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's) Kellway 
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Kent 

Kerr Komarnicki 
Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) Lake 
Lamoureux Lapointe 

Larose Latendresse 
Lauzon Laverdière 
LeBlanc (Beauséjour) LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard) 
Leef Leitch 

Lemieux Leslie 

Leung Liu 

Lizon Lobb 

Lukiwski Lunney 
MacKay (Central Nova) MacKenzie 

Mai Marston 

Masse Mathyssen 

May Mayes 


Menegakis 
Merrifield 
Miller 


McGuinty 
McLeod 
Menzies 
Michaud 


Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) 


Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam) 


Moore (Fundy Royal) 
Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord) 
Morin (Laurentides—Labelle) 
Nantel 
Nicholls 
Norlock 
O'Connor 
Oda 

Opitz 
Papillon 
Patry 

Péclet 
Perreault 
Poilievre 
Quach 

Raitt 
Rathgeber 
Raynault 
Reid 
Richards 
Rickford 
Rousseau 
Scarpaleggia 
Seeback 
Shea 

Shory 

sor) 

Sims (Newton—North Delta) 
Sopuck 
St-Denis 
Stewart 
Storseth 
Sweet 

Tilson 
Toews 
Tremblay 
Trottier 
Truppe 
Tweed 
Valcourt 

Van Kesteren 
Wallace 


Warkentin 


Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine) 
Murray 

Nash 
Nicholson 
Nunez-Melo 
O'Neill Gordon 
Oliver 

Pacetti 

Paradis 

Payne 
Penashue 

Pilon 

Preston 
Rafferty 
Rajotte 
Ravignat 
Regan 

Rempel 
Richardson 
Ritz 

Sandhu 
Schellenberger 
Sellah 

Shipley 

Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 


Smith 
Sorenson 
Stanton 
Stoffer 
Strahl 
Thibeault 
Toet 
Toone 
Trost 
Trudeau 
Turmel 
Uppal 
Valeriote 
Van Loan 
Warawa 
Watson 


Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to Sky Country) 


Weston (Saint John) 
Wilks 

Wong 

Young (Oakville) 
Zimmer— — 259 


Nil 


Nil 


Williamson 
Woodworth 
Young (Vancouver South) 


NAYS 


PAIRED 


The Speaker: I declare the motion carried. 


It is my duty pursuant to Standing Order 38 to inform the House 
that the question to be raised tonight at the time of adjournment is as 
follows: the hon. member for Vaudreuil-Soulanges, Infrastructure. 
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PETITIONS 
MULTIPLE SCLEROSIS 


Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have the 
honour to present a petition signed by a number of people across 
western Canada, particularly in Saskatchewan and Alberta, expres- 
sing their concern about Canadians who are suffering from the 
combination of multiple sclerosis and chronic cerebrospinal venous 
insufficiency, otherwise known as CCSVI. They point out that when 
the two diseases appear to occur together simultaneously, often our 
medical system declines to treat the multiple sclerosis or the CCSVI 
with the new angioplasty type of treatment. 


The petitioners are calling upon the Minister of Health to consult 
more broadly with experts, particularly those who have experience 
with the new technology and treatments. They urge the Minister of 
Health to proceed with phase III clinical trials on an urgent basis 
with respect to this new treatment and to develop a follow-up system 
so the consequences of the treatment can be accurately tracked. 


@ (1655) 
[Translation] 
WAPIKONI MOBILE 


Ms. Marjolaine Boutin-Sweet (Hochelaga, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
today, I am very pleased to present a petition signed by nearly 
2,000 people—it is too heavy for me to lift—including a number of 
residents of a first nation village, people from various cities and 
elected officials. 


As you can see, these people come from a variety of backgrounds 
but they all firmly believe in a very important project: Wapikoni 
Mobile. This program, which produces movies and music, gives 
hope to aboriginal youth and sometimes literally saves their lives, is 
itself in danger. 


The program's main source of funding—the $490,000 that it 
receives from the federal government and that ensures the survival of 
the mobile studio—was eliminated without warning. 


Yet, in the seven years that the program has been in place, 
Wapikoni Mobile has proven its worth. Young participants have won 
49 national and international awards, which is an average of seven 
awards per year. 


How many projects can boast such an accomplishment? 


Wapikoni Mobile must survive. That is what the nearly 
2,000 people who signed this petition are asking the Department 
of Human Resources and Skills Development. 


[English] 
MULTIPLE SCLEROSIS 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to present a petition regarding chronic cerebrospinal venous 
insufficiency, or CCSVI. Canada has one of the highest rates of 
devastating multiple sclerosis in the world with 55,000 to 75,000 
Canadians suffering. Four hundred people die of MS each year and 
the suicide rate among MS patients is many times that of the national 
population. 
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While the government has announced clinical trials for CCSVI, all 
we have right now is announcements. What we need is action. 
Canadians with MS cannot afford to wait as any delay possibly 
means more damage. Therefore the petitioners call on the Minister of 
Health to consult experts actively engaged in diagnosis and 
treatment of CCSVI, to undertake phase III clinical trials on an 
urgent basis with a large patient participation in multiple centres 
across Canada and to require follow-up care. 


HEALTH 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would like to proudly place this petition in 
the House for consideration by the government regarding a 
fundamental right for individuals to be able to choose to prevent 
illness. Freedom of choice in health care is becoming increasingly 
curtailed and further threatened by legislation and statutory 
regulations. The petitioners call on Parliament to guarantee the right 
of every Canadian to health freedom by enacting the charter of 
health freedom, drafted for the Natural Health Products Protection 
Association on September 4, 2008. The petitioners are primarily 
from central Newfoundland including Grand Falls, Windsor, 
Bishop's Falls and also Buchans. 


*** 


QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
Questions Nos. 148 and 157 will be answered today. 


[Text] 
Question No. 148—Ms. Elizabeth May: 


With regard to the Afghan detainee documents, excluding all matters which are in 
their nature secret, for each document: (a) what are its contents; (b) what are the 
names of the (i) sender, (ii) recipients; and (c) on what date was it sent? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, on March 25, 2010, and on April 1, 2011, two sets of 
documents pertaining to Afghan detainees were tabled in the House 
of Commons. These documents can be accessed through the House 
of Commons Journals, sessional paper numbers 8530-403-3 and 
8530-403-4. 


On June 22, 2011, as agreed to by unanimous consent, the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs tabled an additional 362 documents. 


The 362 documents tabled in the House of Commons on June 22, 
2011 can be accessed through the Government of Canada’s website 
on Afghanistan at the following address: http://www.afghanistan.gc. 
ca/canada-afghanistan/documents/362.aspx?lang=eng. 


Parliamentarians also have direct access to the June 22, 2011, 
documents through the Journals in the House of Commons, which 
can be referenced through sessional paper number 8530-411-3. 


The tabling brought to a close a $12 million, 12-month process 
that reinforced what the government has said all along. 


Question No. 157—Mr. Claude Patry: 


With respect to the Guaranteed Income Supplement (GIS) program of the 
Department of Human Resources and Skills Development: (a) how many GIS 
recipients were there in 2010 and 2011, by municipality, (i) in the riding of Jonquiére 
—Alma, (ii) in the riding of Chicoutimi—Le Fjord? 
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Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills . 


Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there were approximately 
6,700 guaranteed income supplement, GIS, recipients in 2010, and 
6,800 in 2011, in the riding of Jonquière-Alma. 


There were approximately 7,000 GIS recipients in 2010 and 7,200 
GIS recipients in 2011 in the riding of Chicoutimi-Le Fjord. 


GIS recipients are not available by municipality . 


**RE* 
[English] 


QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR RETURNS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, if 
Questions Nos. 145, 146, 147, 149, 150, 152, 153, 154, 155, 156, 
158, 159 and 160 could be made orders for returns, these returns 
would be tabled immediately. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
[Text] 


Question No. 145—Hon. Ralph Goodale: 


Have any studies of any kind whatsoever been undertaken by any Minister or any 
department or agency, or any non-governmental individual or entity at the request of 
any Minister or government department or agency, pertaining to the impacts, 
consequences, costs or benefits of eliminating the single-desk marketing system of 
the Canadian Wheat Board: (a) what were the terms of reference of any such studies; 
(b) who specifically worked on those studies and what were their professional 
qualifications; (c) when were any such studies begun; (d) when were they completed; 
(e) what were their principal findings; and (f) when will they be made public? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 146—Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims: 


With respect to the Economic Action Plan: (a) under the Infrastructure Stimulus 
Fund, in the riding of Newton—North Delta, (i) to date, what is the name and nature 
of each approved project, (ii) for each project, who are the partners involved and 
what is each partner's contribution, including the government's contribution, (iii) for 
each project, how much of the funding has flowed and to whom, (iv) what criteria 
were used to determine which projects were approved; (b) under the Building Canada 
Fund—Communities Component, in the riding of Newton—North Delta, (i) to date, 
what is the name and nature of each approved project, (ii) for each project, who are 
the partners involved and what is each partner's contribution, including the 
government's contribution, (iii) for each project, how much of the funding has 
flowed and to whom, (iv) what criteria were used to determine which projects were 
approved; (c) under the Building Canada Fund—Communities Component top-up, in 
the riding Newton—North Delta, (1) to date, what is the name and nature of each 
approved project, (11) for each project, who are the partners involved and what is each 
partner's contribution, including the government's contribution, (iii) for each project, 
how much of the funding has flowed and to whom, (iv) what criteria were used to 
determine which projects were approved; (d) under the Building Canada Fund — 
Major Infrastructure Component, in the riding of Newton—North Delta, (i) to date, 
what is the name and nature of each approved project, (ii) for each project, who are 
the partners involved and what is each partner's contribution, including the 
government's contribution, (iii) for each project, how much of the funding has 
flowed and to whom, (iv) what criteria were used to determine which projects were 
approved; (e) under the Recreational Infrastructure program in the riding of Newton 
—North Delta, (i) to date, what is the name and nature of each approved project, (ii) 
for each project, who are the partners involved and what is each partner's 
contribution, including the government's contribution, (iii) for each project, how 
much of the funding has flowed and to whom, (iv) what criteria were used to 
determine which projects were approved; and (f) under the Green Infrastructure Fund 
in the riding of Newton—North Delta, (i) to date, what is the name and nature of each 
approved project, (11) for each project, who are the partners involved and what is each 
partner's contribution, including the government's contribution, (iii) for each project, 


how much of the funding has flowed and to whom, (iv) what criteria were used to 
determine which projects were approved? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 147—Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims: 


What is the total amount of government funding since fiscal year 2009-2010, up 
to and including the current fiscal year, allocated within the constituency of Newton 
—North Delta, identifying each department or agency, initiative and amount? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 149—Hon. John McCallum: 


With regard to each department and agency and for each fiscal year from 2006- 
2007 to 2010-2011: (a) what is the number of Advanced Contract Award 
Notifications (ACAN) issued; and (6) for each ACAN issued by the department, 
(i) what is the date the ACAN was issued, (ii) who is the supplier identified in the 
ACAN, (iii) what is the number of other suppliers which provided a statement of 
capabilities for the ACAN, (iv) was the ACAN converted to a full tender, (v) was the 
contract awarded to the original supplier identified in the ACAN, (vi) what was the 
value of the contract at the time of its awarding, (vii) what was the total value paid for 
the contract once the work was complete? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 150—Hon. John McCallum: 


With regard to the government-owned aircraft, since April 1, 2006, to present: (a) 
by fiscal quarter, what is the number of times government aircraft have been used by 
a minister, including the Prime Minister, or a minister's, including the Prime 
Minister's, exempt staff; and (b) what is every aircraft on which a minister, the Prime 
Minister, or a minister's or the Prime Minister's exempt staff have flown and, for each 
aircraft, what is (i) the tail number, make and model of the aircraft, (ii) the average 
hourly cost to operate the aircraft, (iii) the average hourly cost for food and beverages 
while the aircraft is in use, (iv) the department with tasking authority for the aircraft, 
(v) the title of the person with tasking authority for the aircraft, (vi) the number of 
times the aircraft has been used by a minister or the Prime Minister, (vii) the number 
of times the aircraft has been used by a member of a minister's or the Prime Minister's 
staff without the minister or the Prime Minister being on board the aircraft? 


(Return tabled) 
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Question No. 152—Ms. Kirsty Duncan: 


With respect to the development of unconventional gas resources, including shale, 
tight and coal bed methane, and its possible impacts on the environment: (a) what, if 
any, research has the government undertaken regarding the development of 
unconventional gas resources, (i) what was the scope of this research in the areas 
of, but not limited to, air quality, aquatic and terrestrial ecosystem impacts, economic 
impacts, occupational risks, public safety concerns, and seismic risks, (ii) what, if 
any, resources did the government provide for this research, (iii) what, if any, process 
was established to ensure the independence of the researchers, their research, and 
their findings, (iv) what, if any, case studies were considered as a part of this 
research, (v) what, if any, scenarios regarding the development of unconventional gas 
resources were developed as frameworks for the research, (vi) what economic, 
environmental and social impacts were identified by this research, (vii) what, if any, 
priority research areas were identified for further study as a result of this research, 
(viii) what, if any, departments were involved in this research, (ix) what, if any, action 
was undertaken to ensure inter-departmental cooperation throughout the research 
process, (x) what, if any, gaps or weaknesses in the regulatory framework did the 
research identify; (b) what, if any, research has the government undertaken regarding 
balancing shale gas' potential contribution to energy security with environmental 
risks; (c) what are the sources of greenhouse gas emissions associated with 
unconventional gas; (d) has the government developed a process to determine the 
overall carbon footprint of shale gas throughout the life cycle of natural gas use, if 
not, why not, and, if so, (i) what federal departments are involved in this process, (ii) 
how does the government ensure inter-departmental collaboration on this process, 
(iii) what is the process, (iv) what, if any, data has been acquired and analysed 
through this process, (v) what is the government’s estimate of shale gas’ potential 
footprint in Canada; (e) what are the government’s calculations concerning how the 
overall carbon footprint of shale gas compares with conventional oil and gas for 
various end-uses; (f) what, if any, analysis has the government conducted concerning 
carbon capture and storage opportunities in the development of unconventional gas 
resources, namely analysis of (i) its feasibility, (11) its cost-effectiveness, (iii) its 
reliability, (iv) liabilities that might arise from such strategies; (g) what, if any, 
research has the government undertaken regarding how effective well construction 
practices are at containing fluids and gases before, during, and after hydraulic 
fracturing, what are the dates of any such studies, and what were the results of this 
research; (4) what, if any, research has the government undertaken regarding well- 
bore drilling and sealing techniques and their reliability in containing hydraulic 
fracturing fluids and produced water from shale gas extraction, what are the dates of 
any such studies, and what were the results of this research; (7) what, if any, cases of 
gas bubbling (i.e. methane contaminating surface water) related to hydraulic 
fracturing have been reported, and what, if any, process is in place to ensure 
reporting; (/) what, if any, cases of drinking water contamination related to shale gas 
activity have been reported, and what, if any, process is in place to ensure reporting; 
(k) what are the potential impacts of the injection and fracturing process on (i) water 
availability, (ii) water quality, (iii) water quantity; (/) what, if any, studies has the 
government undertaken, for each of the issues listed in (k); (m) what are the potential 
impacts of pre-existing human-made or natural pathways and features on 
contaminant transport, (i) how is the concept of “acceptable risk” defined and 
determined, (ii) which wells, if any, have undergone a risk analysis, (ii) which wells, 
if any, have been found to exceed “acceptable risk”, (iv) what are the potential 
impacts on drinking water, (v) what factors may affect the likelihood of 
contamination of drinking water resources, (vi) what are the possible human health 
impacts of possible drinking water contamination, (vii) how effective are mitigation 
approaches in reducing impacts to drinking water resources; (7) what is the specific 
composition of hydraulic fracturing fluids, (i) what chemicals are non-biodegradable, 
(1) how long does each persist in the ground, (ili) how are non-biodegradable 
chemicals tracked in groundwater, (iv) does the government currently undertake any 
such tracking, (v) what, if any, results are available concerning this tracking; (0) what 
steps is the government taking to ensure that the volume of water required for shale 
gas fracturing does not challenge resources in regions already experiencing water 
stress; (p) what is the composition and variability of flowback and produced water, 
and what does the government project will be the possible impacts of releases of 
flowback and produced water on drinking water resources; (g) what steps, if any, is 
the government taking to ensure that best practices are adopted by industry in areas 
including, but not limited to, well development and construction, especially casing, 
cementing, and pressure management; (r) have micro-seismic surveys been 
conducted to assure that hydraulic fracturing is limited to gas-producing formations; 
(s) what steps, if any, is the government taking to ensure (i) inspections at safety- 
critical stages of well construction and hydraulic fracturing, (ii) that operators take 
prompt action to repair defective cementing jobs; (¢) what analysis, if any, has the 
government conducted concerning whether it should require that baseline water 
quality and quantity monitoring occur prior to the hydraulic fracturing process; (u) 
what analysis, if any, has the government conducted concerning encouraging or 
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requiring producers of unconventional gas to use non-toxic drilling fluids; (v) what 
analysis, if any, has the government conducted concerning the implementation of 
proximal restrictions for both horizontal and vertical drilling with the aim of avoiding 
the potential for contamination of valuable water sources; (w) what analysis, if any, 
has the government conducted concerning strategies that would ensure that 
companies declare the type, concentration, and volume of all chemicals added to 
the hydraulic fracturing fluid; (x) what is the government’s assessment regarding 
whether the necessary resources exist to detect identified chemicals in water supplies 
should an incident lead to potential contamination of water resources; (y) what 
analysis, if any, has the government conducted concerning important landscapes, 
habitats, and migration corridors to inform planning, prevention, mitigation and 
reclamation of surface impacts; (z) what analysis, if any, has the government 
conducted concerning the need to limit drilling and support infrastructure in unique 
or sensitive areas; and (aa) what, if any, studies has the government undertaken 
regarding (i) the prospects for shale gas in Canada, (ii) Canadian shale gas estimates, 
(iii) Canadian exploration and production of shale gas, (iv) shale gas markets and 
prices, (v) the security of the supply of shale gas, (vi) government support for shale 
gas production, (vii) renewable energy sources in comparison with shale gas, (vit) 
the risks of rapid depletion of shale gas, (ix) regulatory challenges surrounding shale 
gas? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 153—-Mr. Claude Patry: 


With respect to budget cuts at the Department of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, including the computerization of Employment Insurance claims: (a) 
how many jobs will be cut across Canada over the next three years, (i) by region, (ii) 
by province; (6) when will these cuts take place and what Employment Insurance 
claims processing centres will be affected; (c) how many jobs will be transferred; (d) 
how many jobs will be eliminated through attrition; (e) how many public liaison 
officer positions will be eliminated; (f) how will the computerization of claims 
processing affect service to citizens in impacted areas; (g) exactly how much money 
will the Department of Human Resources and Skills Development save through these 
job cuts; (4) how will the computerization of claims processing help reduce wait 
times; (i) what is the department’s strategy to ensure that the transition to 
computerized claims processing does not increase wait times; (7) how long will it 
take, on average, to process a claim once the system is computerized; (k) how can a 
person without access to the Internet or basic computer skills file an Employment 
Insurance claim online; (2) what are the reasons for choosing to centralize claims 
processing in one centre over another, (i) was the unemployment rate one of the 
selection criteria; and (i) why are services being centralized in Thetford Mines, in the 
riding of Mégantic—L'Erable, not in New Richmond? 


(Return tabled) 
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Question No. 154—Mrs. Carol Hughes: 


With regard to surplus lighthouses being made available under the Heritage 
Lighthouse Protection Act: (a) concerning the land surrounding the light stations, (i) 
will the Treasury Board Decision #828161 allow “sponsors” to proceed with plans to 
use the land to make the sites economically self-supporting, (ii) will up-to-date 
surveys be conducted of all properties prior to transfer; (b) concerning the 
contaminated or toxic sites that are reported to be present on all light stations, (i) will 
“sponsors” be shown where they are, told what they are composed of, and given 
written assurance by the Ministry of the Environment that all dangerous materials 
have been removed; and (c) concerning the cost of bringing the buildings “up to 
standard” as outlined by building inspectors (Maintenance Cost Studies), (i) will 
monies be made available to cover this cost, (ii) what kind of financial and advisory 
support will be provided to assist the “sponsors” in employing the approved methods 
of care and development of the sites to meet heritage specifications, (iti) will the 
government be establishing a fund under the auspices of Heritage Canada, whereby 
“sponsors” of lighthouses can apply for “renovation funds” if local fund-raising 
efforts need topping up? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 155—Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach: 


With regard to the Lac Saint-François, Cap Tourmente, Baie de l’Île-Verte and 
Pointe-de-l’Est national wildlife areas: (a) did the fixed or firm prices of the service 
contracts between the non-governmental agencies of these areas and Environment 
Canada decrease between May 2010 and September 1, 2011; (b) what are the reasons 
for the reduced fixed prices for these areas; (c) are the general conditions of the 
service contracts for these areas different from those of previous years; (d) are the 
service contract statements of work for these areas different from those of previous 
years; (e) what is the financial allocation plan for these areas; (f) did Environment 
Canada hold consultations on the fixed prices or budgets of these areas; (g) who were 
the individuals consulted; (4) who made the decisions regarding the fixed prices for 


these areas; (i) was a value-for-money assessment conducted on Canada’s wildlife | 


areas; and (/) are changes to the fixed or firm prices of other areas across the country 
being considered? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 156—Ms. Irene Mathyssen: 


With regard to Human Resources and Skills Development Canada (HRSDC) 
funding in the riding of London-Fanshawe for the last five fiscal years: (a) what is 
the total amount of spending by (i) year, (ii) program; and (5) what is the amount of 
each spending item by (i) Aboriginal Skills and Employment Partnership (ASEP), (ii) 
Aboriginal Skills and Employment Training Strategy, (ii) Aboriginal Skills and 
Training Strategic Investment Fund, (iv) Adult Learning Literacy and Essential Skills 
Program, (v) Apprenticeship Completion Grant, (vi) Apprenticeship Incentive Grant, 
(vii) Career Development Services Research (Employment Programs), (viii) 
Canada—European Union Program for Cooperation in Higher Education, Training 
and Youth (International Academic Mobility Program), (ix) Canada Summer Jobs 
(Youth Employment Strategy Program), (x) Career Focus (Youth Employment 
Strategy Program), (xi) Children and Families (Social Development Partnerships 
Program), (xii) Contributions for Consultation and Partnership-Building and 
Canadian-Based Cooperative Activities (International Trade and Labour Program), 
(xii) Disability Component (Social Development Partnerships Program), (xiv) 
Employment Programs—Career Development Services Research, (xv) Enabling 
Accessibility Fund, (xvi) Enabling Fund for Official Language Minority Commu- 
nities, (xvii) Federal Public Service Youth Internship Program (Youth Employment 
Strategy Program), (xviii) Fire Prevention Grants, (xix) Fire Safety Organizations, 
(xx) Foreign Credential Recognition Program, (xxi) Homelessness Partnering 
Strategy, (xxii) International Academic Mobility- Canada—European Union 
Program for Cooperation in Higher Education, Training and Youth, (xxiii) 
International Academic Mobility—North American Mobility in Higher Education, 
(xxiv) International Labour Institutions in which Canada Participates Grants 
(International Trade and Labour Program), (xxv) International Trade and Labour 
Program (ITLP) Contributions for Consultation: and Partnership-Building and 
Canadian-Based Cooperative Activities, (xxvi) International Trade and Labour 
Program (ITLP) Grants for Technical Assistance and Foreign-Based Cooperative 
Activities, (xxvii) International Trade and Labour Program (ITLP) International 
Labour Institutions in which Canada Participates Grants, (xxviii) Labour-Manage- 
ment Partnership Program, (xxix) Labour Market Agreements, (xxx) Labour Market 
Agreements for Persons with Disabilities, (xxxi) Labour Market Development 
Agreements, (xxxii) Labour Mobility, (xxxiii) New Horizons for Seniors Program, 
(xxxiv) Occupational Health and Safety, (xxxv) Opportunities Fund for Persons with 
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Disabilities, (xxxvi) Organizations that Write Occupational Health and Safety 
Standards, (xxxvii) Sector Council Program, (xxxviii) Skills and Partnership Fund— 
Aboriginal, (xxxix) Skills Link (Youth Employment Strategy Program), (xl) Small 
Project Component (Enabling Accessibility Fund), (xli) Social Development 
Partnerships Program—Children and Families, (xl1i) Social Development Partner- 
ships Program—Disability Component, (xliii) Surplus Federal Real Property for 
Homelessness Initiative, (xliv) Targeted Initiative for Older Workers, (xv) Technical 
Assistance and Foreign-Based Cooperative Activities Grants (International Trade and 
Labour Program), (xlvi) Work-Sharing, (xlvii) Youth Awareness, (xlviii) Youth 
Employment Strategy—Canada Summer Jobs, (xlix) Youth Employment Strategy— 
Career Focus, (1) Youth Employment Strategy—Federal Public Service Youth 
Internship Program, (li) Youth Employment Strategy—Skills Link? 


(Return tabled) 
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Question No. 158—Mr. Claude Patry: 


With regard to Human Resources and Skills Development Canada funding in the 
riding of Jonquière —Alma for the last five fiscal years: (a) what is the total amount 
of spending by (i) year, (ii) program; and (b) what is the amount of each spending 
item by (i) Technical Assistance and Foreign-Based Cooperative Activities 
(International Trade and Labour Program), (ii) Skills Link (Youth Employment 
Strategy), (iii) Consultation and Partnership-Building and Canadian-Based Coopera- 
tive Activities (International Trade and Labour Program), (iv) Canada Summer Jobs 
(Youth Employment Strategy), (v) Children and Families (Social Development 
Partnerships Program), (vi) Labour Market Development Agreements, (vii) Labour 
Market Agreements, (viii) Labour Market Agreements for Persons with Disabilities, 
(ix) Enabling Fund for Official Language Minority Communities, (x) Opportunities 
Fund for Persons with Disabilities, (xi) Aboriginal Skills and Training Strategic 
Investment, (xii) Enabling Accessibility Fund, (xiii) Skills and Partnership Fund— 
Aboriginal, (xiv) Targeted Initiative for Older Workers, (xv) International Academic 
Mobility Initiative—Canada-European Union Program for Co-operation in Higher 
Education, Training and Youth, (xvi) International Academic Mobility Initiative— 
Program for North American Mobility in Higher Education, (xvii) Surplus Federal 
Real Property for Homelessness Initiative, (xviii) International Labour Institutions in 
which Canada Participates (International Trade and Labour Program), (xix) Labour 
Mobility, (xx) New Horizons for Seniors, (xxi) Career Focus (Youth Employment 
Strategy), (xxii) Fire Safety Organizations, (xxiii) Organizations that Write 
Occupational Health and Safety Standards, (xxiv) Social Development Partnerships 
Program—Disability, (xxv) Foreign Credential Recognition Program Loans (pilot 
project), (xxvi) Fire Prevention Canada, (xxvii) Adult Learning, Literacy and 
Essential Skills Program, (xxviii) Canada-European Union Program for Co-operation 
in Higher Education, Training and Youth (International Academic Mobility 
Initiative), (xxix) Labour-Management Partnerships Program, (xxx) Social Devel- 
opment Partnerships Program—Children and Families, (xxxi) Social Development 
Partnerships Program—Disability, (xxxii) Foreign Credential Recognition Program, 
(xxxul) International Trade and Labour Program—Technical Assistance and Foreign- 
Based Cooperative Activities, (xxxiv) International Trade and Labour Program— 
Consultation and Partnership-Building and Canadian-Based Cooperative Activities, 
(xxxv) International Trade and Labour Program—International Labour Institutions in 
which Canada Participates, (xxxvi) Sector Council Program, (xxxvii) Federal Public 
Sector Youth Internship Program (Youth Employment Strategy), (xxxviii) Aboriginal 
Skills and Employment Partnership Program, (xxxix) Employment Programs— 
Career Development Services Research, (xl) Career Development Services Research 
(Employment Programs), (xli) Occupational Health and Safety, (xlii) Youth 
Awareness, (xliïi) Aboriginal Skills and Employment Training Strategy, (xliv) 
Homelessness Partnering Strategy, (xlv) Youth Employment Strategy—Skills Link, 
(xlvi) Youth Employment Strategy—Canada Summer Jobs, (xlvii) Youth Employ- 
ment Strategy—Career Focus, (xlvii) Youth Employment Strategy—Federal Public 
Sector Youth Internship Program, (xlix) Apprenticeship Completion Grant, (1) 
Apprenticèship Incentive Grant, (li) Work-Sharing, (li) Small Project Component 
(Enabling Accessibility Fund)? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 159—Mr. Sean Casey: 


With respect to the considered cuts to Environment Canada: (a) which specific 
departments and programs are affected, and what was the process taken to determine 
whether or not to make cuts to a specific department and program, (1) what, if any, 
Environment Canada Research Scientists were consulted regarding the considered 
cuts, (ii) what scientists outside of Environment Canada were consulted, (iii) for each 
department and program specified in (a), what is the number of current full-time, 
part-time, and contract scientific positions, (iv) the number of full-time, part-time, 
and contract scientists who have been given “workforce adjustment” letters, (v) the 
number of full-time, part-time, and contract scientists who are going to be moved out 
of their current “job function”, (vi) what, if any, consideration has been given to 
shutting-down the Integrated Atmospheric Deposition Network (IADN), and, if so, 
has the United States been consulted, as Canada has commitments under the Great 
Lakes Water Quality Agreement, (vii) specify all programs run by a single scientist 
who has been given a “workforce adjustment” letter, and for each program identified, 
what, if any, concern was expressed regarding the ability of the program to continue, 
(viii) the process that will be taken to place scientists in appropriate research areas, 
(ix) what, if any, consideration has been given to the fact that many scientists are 
highly trained in very specialized fields, and that an appropriate replacement position 
may not be possible; (b) specify all national and international environmental 
commitments to which Canada is subject, including, but not limited to the Global 
Climate Observing System, the World Meteorological Organization/United Nations 
Environment Programme Scientific Assessments of Ozone Depletion, which are 
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mandated by the Montreal Protocol to occur at least every four years, and hosting the 
World Ozone and UV Data Centre, (1) what, if any, environmental commitments are 
affected by “workforce adjustments”; (c) what, if any, consideration was given to the 
possible impacts of cuts to ozone research on (i) Canada's environment, (ii) the health 
of Canadians, including, but not limited to, non-melanoma and melanoma skin 
cancers, cataract, immunosuppression, and vitamin D, (ili) if so, what are the 
predicted environmental impacts, (iv) what are the predicted epidemiological impacts 
for each of non-melanoma skin cancer, melanoma, and cataract, and if not, (v) why 
not; (d) explain the advantages and disadvantages of both ozonesonde and Brewers, 
(i) whether or not the two technologies complement one another; (e) specify why 
ground-based ozone networks, and especially the ozonesonde component of this 
network, are critical for monitoring long-term changes in ozone, monitoring vertical 
profiles and tropospheric ozone, and assessing the link between climate change and 
ozone; (f) what, if any, research has been undertaken to assess what the loss of 
Canadian measurements might mean to the global ozone network, and the continuity, 
reliability and stability of the record; and (g) specify whether the oil sands monitoring 
plan announced in July was to include aircraft measurement, air quality 
measurements, and ozonesonde measurement, (i) whether any of aircraft measure- 
ment, air quality, air toxics, and ozonesonde programs is being considered for cuts, 
(ii) how many scientists run each of the specified programs in (i), and how many 
scientists have been given a “workforce adjustment” letter, (111) how proposed cuts 
might specifically affect the oil sands monitoring program? 


(Return tabled) 
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Question No. 160—Ms. Manon Perreault: 


With regard to Human Resources and Skills Development Canada funding in the 
riding of Montcalm for the last five fiscal years: (a) what is the total amount of 
spending by (i) year, (ii) program; and (b) what is the amount of each spending item 
by (i) Technical Assistance and Foreign-Based Cooperative Activities (International 
Trade and Labour Program), (ii) Skills Link (Youth Employment Strategy), (iii) 
Consultation and Partnership-Building and Canadian-Based Cooperative Activities 
(International Trade and Labour Program), (iv) Canada Summer Jobs (Youth 
Employment Strategy), (v) Children and Families (Social Development Partnerships 
Program), (vi) Labour Market Development Agreements, (vil) Labour Market 
Agreements, (viii) Labour Market Agreements for Persons with Disabilities, (ix) 
Enabling Fund for Official Language Minority Communities, (x) Opportunities Fund 
for Persons with Disabilities, (xi) Aboriginal Skills and Training Strategic 
Investment, (xii) Enabling Accessibility Fund, (xii) Skills and Partnership Fund— 
Aboriginal, (xiv) Targeted Initiative for Older Workers, (xv) International Academic 
Mobility Initiative—Canada-European Union Program for Co-operation in Higher 
Education, Training and Youth, (xvi) International Academic Mobility Initiative— 
Program for North American Mobility in Higher Education, (xvii) Surplus Federal 
Real Property for Homelessness Initiative, (xvii) International Labour Institutions in 
which Canada Participates (International Trade and Labour Program), (xix) Labour 
Mobility, (xx) New Horizons for Seniors, (xxi) Career Focus (Youth Employment 
Strategy), (xxii) Fire Safety Organizations, (xxiii) Organizations that Write 
Occupational Health and Safety Standards, (xxiv) Social Development Partnerships 
Program—Disability, (xxv) Foreign Credential Recognition Program Loans (pilot 
project), (xxvi) Fire Prevention Canada, (xxvii) Adult Learning, Literacy and 
Essential Skills Program, (xxvii) Canada-European Union Program for Co-operation 
in Higher Education, Training and Youth (International Academic Mobility 
Initiative), (xxix) Labour-Management Partnerships Program, (xxx) Social Devel- 
opment Partnerships Program—Children and Families, (xxxi) Social Development 
Partnerships Program—Disability, (xxxii) Foreign Credential Recognition Program, 
(xxxili) International Trade and Labour Program—Technical Assistance and Foreign- 
Based Cooperative Activities, (xxxiv) International Trade and Labour Program— 
Consultation and Partnership-Building and Canadian-Based Cooperative Activities, 
(xxxv) International Trade and Labour Program—International Labour Institutions in 
which Canada Participates, (xxxvi) Sector Council Program, (xxxvii) Federal Public 
Sector Youth Internship Program (Youth Employment Strategy), (xxxviii) Aboriginal 
Skills and Employment Partnership Program, (xxxix) Employment Programs— 
Career Development Services Research, (xl) Career Development Services Research 
(Employment Programs), (xli) Occupational Health and Safety, (xlii) Youth 
Awareness, (xliïi) Aboriginal Skills and Employment Training Strategy, (xliv) 
Homelessness Partnering Strategy, (xlv) Youth Employment Strategy—Skills Link, 
(xlvi) Youth Employment Strategy—Canada Summer Jobs, (xlvii) Youth Employ- 
ment Strategy—Career Focus, (xlvii) Youth Employment Strategy—Federal Public 
Sector Youth Internship Program, (xlix) Apprenticeship Completion Grant, (1) 
Apprenticeship Incentive Grant, (li) Work-Sharing, (lii) Small Project Component 
(Enabling Accessibility Fund)? 


(Return tabled) 
[English] 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, I ask that the remaining 
questions be allowed to stand. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
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© (1700) 
[Translation] 


The House resumed from October 21 consideration of the motion 
that Bill C-11, An Act to amend the Copyright Act, be read the 
second time and referred to a committee, and of the amendment. 


Mr. Jean-François Fortin (Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Ma- 
tane—Matapédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I have the honour to speak 
today to defend creators. 


The massive use of new recording and copying technologies has 
caused major upheaval in the cultural sector. For years now, in 
sectors such as literature and the medical industry, for example, or 
even the gaming and software sectors, artists have been posting 
major losses in revenue, essentially because of piracy and illegal 
downloads. 


Instead of lending an ear to the creators who make up the true 
foundation of Quebec's cultural industry, the government has chosen, 
once again, to try to impose a plan that will further reduce creators’ 
revenues and benefit big corporations. 


Quebec is unanimous in its opposition to the bill. Quebec's 
creators have condemned Bill C-32 and Bill C-11 with all their 
might, underscoring the inconsistency of Ottawa's position: “We 
recognize that music is worth something when it is copied to a CD, 
but it is worth nothing when it is copied to a digital audio recorder”. 
Quebec's cultural industry and its artists are against Bill C-11. 


Stakeholders have called for such essential provisions as the 
imposition of royalties on Internet service providers, in order to 
compensate for the losses caused by illegal downloading, but those 
calls remain unanswered to this day. Yet people across Quebec are 
speaking in support of creators. 


Only 8% of music revenues are given to copyright holders in the 
music sector, while Internet service providers keep 83%. Since 
cultural products are attractive to Internet service providers and 
represent a huge portion of their inventory, it is only fair that artists 
get a share of the revenues generated from distributing their works 
on the Internet. 


The National Assembly has unanimously rejected the govern- 
ment's bill and called for substantial amendments. Organizations that 
are well aware of the consequences of adopting the provisions 
currently on the table, such as the Barreau du Québec and the Union 
des consommateurs, have protested in similar fashion. Even the 
Fédération des commissions scolaires du Québec finds that the 
damage caused to the creation industry outweighs the benefits the 
Conservative bill promises to provide to the education sector. 
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The Bloc Québécois believes that we must modernize the private 
copying system by taking into account the reality facing creators and 
other artists, so that they can receive fair compensation for their 
work. We must maintain the contributions coming from educational 
uses, as well as the royalties paid by broadcasters for ephemeral 
recording. Artists and other creators need this income. Without 
legitimate compensation, Quebec's creation industry itself is in 
jeopardy in the medium term. 


By introducing a new copyright bill—which is a carbon copy of 
Bill C-32, a bill categorically rejected by creators—the Conserva- 
tives are once again showing their contempt for the vitality of 
Quebec culture. The Conservatives' bill forgets a fundamental 
principle: artists need an income to survive and to continue to create. 


It is clear that this bill will make our artists poorer and will benefit 
big corporations. The Conservatives did not listen to any of the 
legitimate criticisms and are proposing amendments that would 
significantly benefit the software, gaming, film and broadcasting 
industries, at the expense of our artists' rights. 


The Fédération des commissions scolaires du Québec said: 


Accepting the principle that access to copyrighted works is synonymous with 
offering them free of charge would negate the importance of authors' contribution to 
our children's education, and weaken the school publishing sector. 


The Union des artistes said: 


The bill...does away with private copying and completely strips Internet service 
providers of any responsibility, when they already profit from cultural content free of 
charge. It exempts the education sector from paying copyright and kills reproduction 
rights. 


@ (1705) 


To sum up, what are artists asking for? First of all, they want the 
government to implement a system of royalties on sales of digital 
audio players to’ compensate artists for their copyright. They also 
want legislation to prohibit illegal downloading of artistic creations, 
to amend the bill to ensure that educational institutions continue to 
pay copyright fees, to amend the bill to remove the YouTube 
exception, and to not limit pre-established damages. Artists also 
want to receive compensation that represents a fair percentage of the 
profits of Internet service providers, and to be able to distribute 
musical creations in exchange for compensation, rather than having 
them trapped behind a digital lock. 


The Bloc Québécois would like to reiterate four important 
principles. First of all, it is not free. Artistic creations are not free. 
Creators, artists and artisans have created them and they deserve to 
be paid for their work, just as everyone else is paid for the work they 
do. We must encourage creation in all of its forms and ensure that 
artists are paid, that Internet service providers are assuming their 
responsibilities and that consumers can make copies for their 
personal use. 


Second, we must support dissemination. Consumers must be able 
to take advantage of the increased accessibility provided by new 
technologies and artists must be able to take advantage of all these 
dissemination platforms. We must therefore promote the dissemina- 
tion of artistic works on all existing platforms. Through its subsidy 
programs, the government must support dissemination via new 
media without negatively affecting conventional media, which are 
often where new works appear in the first place. 
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The third principle relates to increasing public awareness about 
the value of artistic creations. In order to protect against illegal 
copying, it is the government's duty to launch a public information 
campaign, targeted at youth in particular, to raise awareness about 
respecting artistic works and to explain that the law protects 
copyright. 


The Bloc Québécois' fourth principle relates to cracking down on 
piracy. The new copyright legislation must also address illegal 
copies made by people for commercial purposes. The law should 
come down hard on professional pirates and known repeat offenders. 


In short, the Bloc Québécois and artists want a bill that protects 
artists' copyright and pays them for their work. Helping our artists is 
another way we express our culture and the concept of our Quebec 
nation. 


That is why the Bloc Québécois cannot support the bill in its 
present form. 


Mr. Jean Rousseau (Compton—Stanstead, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to thank the hon. member for his wonderful speech. We 
know that the Copyright Act has not aged well and clearly needs to 
be updated. What would the hon. member say is the main change 
that needs to be made, especially in terms of piracy? The member 
spoke about piracy in terms of going to a flea market and thinking 
that you are buying a real copy when it is not genuine. 


Does the member feel that that is the most important thing to deal 
with, or should we be dealing with the overall issue of copying and 
Internet piracy? 


Mr. Jean-Francois Fortin: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the 
hon. member for his excellent question. The law needs to be adapted 
to today's reality. We need to understand that new technologies are 
creating a new reality in which creators’ copyright may be infringed. 
Copyright must be protected and we need to understand that. 
However, in improving the law, we need to ensure that those truly 
guilty of copyright infringement—the pirates—will suffer the 
consequences. 


The government needs to do a better job of targeting real 
copyright infringement instead of punishing creators. 


[English] 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, by way of illustration, one of the major 
issues that would come out of this would be digital locks. There is 
not a lot of talk about the cultural arts and how this would be one of 
the mechanisms by which artists could protect their crafts. 


I think, quite frankly, that the government is focusing way too 
much on this digital lock idea, and, of course, it is really just 
favouring a business model. When it comes to individual songs right 
now, digital locks are going by the wayside. We can see how the 
evolution of technology is basically indicating that we cannot afford 
to have an inflexible bill. 
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I am not too encouraged by the fact that there will not be a lot of 
changes and that the government will not be open to a lot of changes 
when the bill gets to committee. 


I would ask my colleague about the cultural arts sector in Quebec 
that he spoke to in reference to the money that would be lost from 
the use of this levy. The government has tried to turn the debate 
around to this iPod tax idea, but this is still a lost revenue for artists. 


What would my colleague propose that the government do to help : 


get some of that revenue back and help our most vulnerable artists? 
@ (1710) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Jean-François Fortin: Mr. Speaker, when we spoke about a 
levy on digital audio players, the Conservatives said it was a new 
tax. However, it needs to be understood that this is not a new tax. A 
tax is revenue for the government, whereas a levy allows our artists 
and creators to receive fair compensation in light of the new reality. 
With the distribution of digital audio files comes copyright 
responsibility. There is a clear difference between imposing a new 
tax and collecting a fair levy on the purchase of a digital audio 
player. 

[English] 

Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I was not going to 
participate in this debate but I need to given that the Bloc, the 


Liberals and the NDP have all commented on a copyright bill with 
regard to this idea of extending the levy. 


[Translation] 


My Bloc Québécois colleague calls it a levy. 
[English] 


It is astonishing to me that a member of Parliament would stand in 
this place with so much enthusiasm and speak in favour of 
something, the technology about which he clearly has no idea of 
what he is talking about. People do not download MP3s and burn 
them onto discs anymore. Therefore, the idea of an iPod tax or a levy 
for MP3s, which is what the Bloc Québécois has been proposing for 
years, does not work. How does his proposal work with Stitcher and 
iCloud and the new streaming media advances that are being made 
right now? 


The Bloc Québécois and the NDP proposals with regard to the 
idea of an iPod tax, as we call it, or extending the private copying 
levy, make absolutely no sense whatsoever to anybody who has even 
the simplest understanding of how technology works. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jean-François Fortin: Mr. Speaker, I am still waiting for the 
question. That was more a statement or comment. What I have 
gathered from the minister's intervention is that the Conservatives, 
no matter what the vision of the opposition parties, clearly have an 
ideological vision. Hence, no matter what bill they introduce, they 
will defend it without taking into consideration the amendments or 
the suggestions of the opposition. Once again, the Conservatives do 
not understand the situation of creators. It has to be pointed out to 
them over and over again. 


[English] 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is an 
honour to rise this evening to speak to Bill C-11. 


There is no question that Canada's Copyright Act is in dire need of 
an overhaul to reflect and to serve the needs and realities of artists, 
creators, rights holders and consumers in the 21st century. However, 
on too many counts Bill C-11 fails to meet the task at hand and for 
every problem that it attempts to fix, new problems are created. 


We in the NDP and Canadians across the country have serious 
concerns about the bill in its present state, and we look forward to - 
working constructively with the government to amend elements of 
the bill to address concerns that Canadian stakeholders have. 


As we know, the bill was introduced in the last Parliament exactly 
in the state it appears before us today. This is not the first time the 
government has done this in the 41st Parliament. Indeed, since the 
election in May, it has introduced several bills that have been 
virtually word for word the same as the bills it put forward in 
previous Parliaments. 


It is a bit early in the mandate of a government to show inertia, but 
from the recycling of bills, the omnibus crime bill, the ending of the 
long gun registry and the recycling of Bill C-11, this is a government 
that has begun to run out of ideas already. By limiting debate and 
railroading committees, the Conservatives have shown that they do 
not have any ideas themselves, and they sure are not interested in the 
ideas of Canadians who want to speak to the bill. 


Notwithstanding the fact that the legislative committee looking at 
Bill C-32, as it was called in the 40th Parliament, met with over 100 
witnesses who all spoke about the many serious problems that 
existed in the legislation, the legislation has not changed. What is 
more, we hear that the government is not interested in any more 
input from Canadians on the substance of the bill, and that is too bad. 
The government is missing an important and historic opportunity to 
craft a made in Canada copyright act that would stimulate innovation 
in digital industries and that would truly protect artists, other content 
creators and rights holders and at the same time balance the needs of 
consumers. 


While the government does not seem interested any longer in what 
Canadians have to say about copyright, it certainly cares about the 
big boys in Hollywood and New York who want Canada to toe the 
line, and a deeply flawed line it is, that creative industries and 
consumers toe south of the border. The government's anti- 
circumvention position as it pertains to technological prevention 
measures, TPMs or digital locks, is a case in point. 
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I understand that if someone makes available thousands upon 
thousands of songs, movies, or pieces of software and is profiting 
from that activity, that person is clearly infringing on copyright for 
commercial purposes. Pirated DVDs sold on street markets or 
making semi-conductors specifically to allow gamers to hack their 
gaming platform to play pirated software are other examples. 
Someone is making money off of the blood, sweat, tears and 
creativity of artists and entrepreneurs, but the creators are not getting 
paid, and that goes beyond the regular practices of consumers to 
share and enjoy content. 


However, much of the scare-mongering from major record labels 
and film studios unfortunately has tried to conflate the practices I 
have just described as the common practices of music and movie 
fans. This has led to the bizarre circumstances that we all know of, 
such as grandmothers being sued for downloading some tunes on the 
Internet. 


The Conservatives could have crafted a Canadian-made solution 
to this very complex set of circumstances. Instead they caved to their 
U.S. buddies again. On the one hand, Bill C-11 finally recognizes 
common consumer practices which should be for the benefit of 
consumers and creators, such as time shifting, recording TV for later 
viewing, format shifting, as well as parody, satire and education as 
fair-dealing exceptions. On the other hand, all of this is moot if there 
is a digital lock on the content since that measure in the anti- 
circumvention measure that is attached to it supersedes all else. 


What Canadian consumers win with one hand, they lose with the 
other. If there is a digital lock on a CD, they will not be able to make 
a back-up copy. If there is a digital lock on an e-book, they cannot 
change its format for use on a different type of e-reader. If there is a 
digital lock on a DVD, journalists will not be able to use part of it 
under the fair-dealing rights. It does not make sense that digital locks 
could supersede other rights that are guaranteed in the very same 
piece of legislation. 


What is worse, not only do digital locks prevent Canadians from 
fully enjoying materials that they have legally purchased, they are 
also backed by incredibly unreasonable punitive damages with fines 
of up to $1 million and five years in jail for doing something that, if 
it were not for the presence of the digital lock, would be entirely 
acceptable. It is beyond logic. 


@ (1715) 


While we in the NDP have an issue with the practice of suing fans 
and suing consumers, I would like to point out that it is only the very 
large multinational media outlets that could avail themselves of this 
kind of protection anyway. For example; members of the Canadian 
Independent Music Association as a block represent 24% of all 
music sales in Canada, which is larger than EMI and Warner music 
sales combined and greater than Sony music sales. This organization 
is made up of Canadian-owned companies, mostly small- and 
medium-size businesses which include record producers, labels, 
publishers, recording studios, managers, agents, and so on. In other 
words, they are the heart, soul and bones of the English language 
Canadian music business. 


Few, if any, of the member organizations could pursue those who 
under C-11 infringe copyright through the courts. It would be cost 
prohibitive for them. While executives at the big multinationals slap 
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themselves on the back at how compliant the government has been 
with C-11, the bill really does not help the independent music 
industry. It does not help the small businesses. It does not help the 
small entrepreneurs. 


There is no question the music industry has gone through a very 
difficult time over the last 15 years. Therefore, it is all the more 
pressing that we craft copyright legislation that addresses the 
profound need to invest in new business models and innovation in 
the Canadian cultural industries. Instead, C-11 takes tens of millions 
of dollars out of the hands of artists annually by waiving the so- 
called broadcast mechanical tariff and by playing politics with the 
blank copying levy. 


Prior to my election to this place in May 2011, I derived my 
primary income in the arts and culture sector as a musician, a 
songwriter, a producer, a composer, and a journalist. I can tell the 
House that it is a very difficult way to make a living and raise a 
family. Most in that profession work terribly long hours for many 
years and most barely earn a dollar. Having been lucky enough to 
make my living in the arts, I can say it is potentially a good way to 
get rich, but a lousy way to make a living. 


With the arrival of the digital era many believed this would herald 
a new day for artists, a dawning of a middle class where it was not 
always a feast or a famine, where new revenue streams and business 
models would raise the average income for Canadian artists from 
below the poverty line to something resembling a decent living. That 
is what we should be striving for always. I think it is fair to say that 
that dream has largely gone unfulfilled. Writers still make more 
money slinging burgers than they do from their work. The average 
annual income of Canadian artists is under $13,000. 


It is important to remember that the spokespeople for the 
multinational music and movie businesses are not speaking for 
artists. They are speaking for their shareholders. Prior to the digital 
revolution, prior to Napster, BitTorrent sites and Netflix, artists were 
still struggling. Not a lot has changed for artists. 


Let us be clear. Artists have always done most of the work and 
received the smallest share of the return. It was the same before the 
digital revolution and it is the same now. That is too bad, and Bill 
C-11 only makes the situation worse. 


We know that Canadians support the arts and are willing to pay for 
it, but this bill wipes out $20 million in annual revenue that goes 
directly to artists and rights holders by eliminating the broadcast 
mechanical tariff. Surely in the hundreds of witness testimonies on 
Bill C-32 the government heard that this would be detrimental to 
artists and rights holders. Again, the government is very in touch 
with the business interests of private broadcasters and big Holly- 
wood film studios, but it is out of touch with Canadian artists and 
their audience, the Canadian public, who supports them. 
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Bill C-11 could have set an innovative and exciting course for 
Canada's cultural industries and workers, the artists who create the 
content, as well as Canadian consumers. 


© (1720) 


In its current state, Bill C-11 would fall far short of moving 
Canada forward into the 21st century. However, we look forward to 
working with the government on constructive amendments to fix the 
bill. 


Mr. Paul Calandra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Canadian Heritage, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as members may have 
heard, through the summer I had many meetings with a lot of 
different groups with respect to the bill. What I heard consistently is 
how important the sector is to the Canadian economy. It is a $40 
billion industry. Hundreds of thousands of jobs are created or 
supported through this industry. 


The hon. member talked earlier in his discussion about debate, 
when he knows that this is something that has been before the House 
for many years. There have been thousands of hours of testimony 
from hundreds of witnesses, and hon. members of Parliament have 
been hearing the exact same thing. 


He talked about the technical protection measures. In our neck of 
the woods, it is extremely important for those who create video 
games that there be technical protection measures that would support 
and protect that industry: Does he not support that? 


Has he looked at other jurisdictions where similar things to what 
we have put in place in Bill C-11 have actually not limited the 
public's access to quality digital content but have actually improved 
it? Is the only solution the NDP has to continue to tax Canadians? 
Does he actually think the only way to support Canadian artists is to 
punish the artists and to punish Canadians and that a $40 billion 
industry is somehow going to collapse under the threat, as he would 
project it, of a $20 million levy that he suggests would no longer 
exist? 

@ (1725) 


Mr. Andrew Cash: Mr. Speaker, I am a little surprised the hon. 
member opposite would just wave his hand at $20 million for a 
sector where the average annual income is under $13,000. I think the 
hon. member owes artists across Canada an apology. 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I actually agree with my hon. colleague from 
the NDP. Not only that, I would add that the Conservatives did not 
seem to flinch when it came to the money that was potentially lost 
from the auto sector. It seems there was very little debate there. 


The parliamentary secretary talked about the technological 
protection measures, TPMs, and this model that is out there to 
protect all of them. I will give him several examples of countries, 
including Australia and the United States, which looked at ways of 
circumventing TPMs for the reasons of education. As a matter of 
fact, they went fully into using TPMs and digital locks but backed 
away on several measures simply because they were too strong. 
Therefore, some exemptions were made. 


I would humbly suggest using something like the three-step 
process by which we can judge TPMs as a way of circumventing 
them for instances such as education. That would be one of the 
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measures. However, certainly he speaks truth to this matter by saying 
that it is just an all or naught measure that simply should be looked at 
once again, and in committee. 


Mr. Andrew Cash: Mr. Speaker, there is no question this is a very 
complex bill. It is very difficult to balance all of the interests of all 
the stakeholders. It does Canadians no service to listen to this 
overheated rhetoric around taxing Canadians, taxing artists, hurting 
artists, and punishing artists. Canadians want to see some 
constructive debate. That is what we would like to see in committee. 


Mr. Dan Harris (Scarborough Southwest, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
we heard the Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Languages 
a few minutes ago say that anyone who does not agree with him does 
not understand technology. I, of course, would like to comment on 
that. 


First, people who are pirating movies are burning them onto 
DVDs and people who are downloading songs are putting them onto 
iPods. What is it that the minister does not understand? 


My hon. colleague talked about a $13,000 average income and 
making a decent living. What kind of missed opportunities does my 
colleague think there would be with Bill C-11? 


Mr. Andrew Cash: Mr. Speaker, one of the great examples of 
innovation and a business model that works spectacularly is the 
collection of performance royalties by SOCAN. It licenses the songs. 
Artists become members and the organization collects that licence 
and disperses it to its members, It has worked for years and years and 
is a cornerstone of many artists' annual income. It is a very effective 
tool. It is one example that we would have liked the government to 
look at, ways in which we could license content and recoup it in a 
different way. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Laurin Liu (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
copyright modernization has been needed for a long time, especially 
to introduce the principles contained in the World Intellectual 
Property Organization treaties, which the Canadian government 
signed on December 22, 1997. 


Since the comprehensive revision of the Copyright Act in 1997, 
the act has not been substantially amended because of the inability of 
previous governments, both Liberal and Conservative, to introduce a 
bill that would balance the interests of creators, the industry and 
consumers. Bill C-11, and its predecessor in the last Parliament, Bill 
C-32, are along the same lines. The government is continuing to 
stress access to creative content without providing adequate 
compensation for the authors. 


The Conservatives took a stand from the beginning. They are 
firmly on the side of large content owners in the United States: the 
movie studios, record labels and video game developers. Unfortu- 
nately, consumers and creators will pay the price. Allow me to speak 
for a while about creators. 
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The Copyright Act is the legal foundation that ensures that 
creations can be reproduced, presented and communicated to the 
public while guaranteeing proper compensation for their creators. To 
weaken copyright by increasing the exceptions that allow people to 
use creations without authorization or any financial compensation is 
tantamount to preventing creators from earning a living from their 
trade. It also does away with collectives. To weaken copyright 
Jeopardizes cultural industries by cutting off their supply of creations 
and by preventing them from developing markets that meet the needs 
of consumers while protecting their investments. 


Bill C-11 introduces dozens of exceptions to copyright, including 
an exception for broadcasting and one for private copying. These 
exceptions give individuals and companies the right to use creations 
without compensating the creators. According to the Canadian 
Conference of the Arts, the ream of new exceptions introduced by 
Bill C-11 will deprive creators of over $126 million a year. The 
Union des artistes du Québec estimates that the cumulative effect of 
the exceptions will decrease creators' income by 70%. 


We know that the arts and culture sector is an important economic 
sector. According to the Canadian Conference of the Arts, it 
generates spinoffs of over $46 billion and provides work for over 
600,000 people in Canada. However, without creators, the arts and 
culture sector would not exist. Nevertheless, the government insists 
on strangling creators by increasing the exceptions and failing to 
propose any measures that would compensate them for the resulting 
loss of revenue. This will have a huge impact on creators' ability to 
survive. 


It is appalling to see that artists and creators receive only a small 
portion of the $46 billion generated by their work. Artists in Quebec 
are the best paid in Canada. Yet, with an average income of $24,600, 
they make 25% less than the average income of the total labour 
force. Their income dropped by 11% in the past 15 years, and now 
the Conservative government wants to impose its unfair copyright 
reform on them, which would deprive them of tens of millions if not 
hundreds of millions of dollars a year. 


Meanwhile, despite the recession, commercial radio stations 
reported a pre-tax profit of 21% in 2009. They spent only 
$21 million on acquiring reproduction rights, which is less than 
1.4% of their $1.5 billion in revenues. 


Businesses have a right to earn a profit. However, creators also 
have a right to make a living from their work, and we must create a 
more balanced copyright regime. 


If exceptions to the copyright principle are introduced, we must 
find another way to compensate creators. For example, some groups 
in the cultural sector have proposed extending the private copying 
exception to include digital audio recorders. 


© (1730) 


Instead of considering this proposal, the Conservatives preferred 
to stick to demagoguery. For example, they talked about a so-called 
iPod tax, when there is already a similar levy on traditional recording 
media. Furthermore, they were the ones who propose to increase the 
existing levies on cassettes, CDs and DVDs. 


The problem with Bill C-11 is that it shows, once again, the 
Conservative government's contempt for artists and creators. This 
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bill joins a long list of initiatives that weaken the arts and culture 
sector. 


For example, I remind members of the cancellation in 2008 of the 
Trade Routes and PromArt cultural promotion programs; the 
Conservatives’ refusal to double funding for the Canada Council 
for the Arts; their attack on the CBC, an important catalyst for our 
culture and our identity; cuts to the museum assistance program; and 
Bill C-10, which would allow them to censor films deemed contrary 
to public safety. 


Next to creators, consumers are probably the biggest losers in this 
bill. By giving unprecedented powers to major multinational rights 
owners, Bill C-11 will result in a situation where digital locks will 
practically trump all other rights, including fair dealing for students. 


Bill C-11 could mean that consumers, for example, would no 
longer have access to content they have paid for. In one example 
provided to us, distance-learning students would have to destroy 
their class notes within 30 days of the course's end in order to 
comply with provisions in Bill C-11. That is completely absurd, 
especially given that these provisions are subject to fines of more 
than $1 million and five-year. prison terms. The NDP believes that 
Bill C-11 needs to be recalibrated to take consumers' rights into 
consideration. 


To conclude, I should point out that this bill does contain some 
positive elements. Artists, creators and cultural workers in general 
are pleased with the amendments to distribution rights, performers' 
moral and reproduction rights, the longer duration of protection for 
musical works and the recognition of photographers’ rights. 


Nevertheless, Bill C-11 is unbalanced because it clearly favours 
the corporate sector. It needs significant amendments to meet the 
needs of consumers and creators as well. We hope that the 
government will listen to the artistic community, which is opposed 
to Bill C-11. 


@ (1735) 
[English] 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): A couple of points need to be cleared 
up, Mr. Speaker. 


First, the hon. member opposite said that our government had cut 
funding for museums. That is not true. We have created two new 
national museums, increased funding for existing museums and for 
local museums across the country. 


Second, she mentioned PromArt and Trade Routes, two programs 
costing $7 million. It cost $5 million to deliver $2 million worth of 
benefits. We eliminated those programs, took that money, gave it to 
the Canada Council for the Arts, which now has its highest budget 
ever. We have increased the Canada Council for the Arts budget by 
20% with regard to copyright. Therefore, her facts are just wrong. I 
do not know who wrote her speech, but it is just wrong. 
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With regard to copyright, the only proposal the NDP members 
have talked about, and she mentioned it again and again in her 
speech, is the need to compensate artists, that artists have a right to 
an income. 


The reality is the only proposal that the NDP has put forward on 
that measure is private member's Bill C-499, by the member for 
Timmins—James Bay, and it does call for a new tax on consumers. It 
says that people are downloading MP3s and in this transaction we 
need to tax that and that money should be collected into the private 
copying levy and distributed to artists. 


I mentioned this as well to the member from the Bloc Québécois, 
but how does that work with iCloud? How does that work with 
streaming services? On the proposal from the NDP to compensate 
artists, even if one agreed with the premise, which I do not, how does 
that proposal work with streaming media? It is technologically 
impossible for the proposal of the NDP members to even achieve 
what they pretend it will achieve. How does it work? 


Ms. Laurin Liu: Mr. Speaker, first, I deplore the fact that the 
Conservative government refuses to support an industry that 
contributes $85 billion per year to our country's economy. 


Despite these significant contributions, the median earnings of an 
artist in Canada is just $12,900 per year, so these artists need to live 
off other jobs. It is important to encourage our cultural industry by 
paying those artists well for the work they have completed. 


As for the private copying levy, the NDP's position is that we 
should update this levy to accommodate modern technology. The 
member should not just take it from us, but he could also take it from 
the Canadian private copying collective that supports our position 
and that represents thousands and thousands of Canadians across the 
country. 
© (1740) 

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
there are a great deal of students across Canada who are quite 
concerned with regard to a potential impact of the bill if it were to 
pass as is. Would the member expand on this point? 


For years, thousands of university students have done their reports 


and their studies at university. Now there is this whole cloud of : 


confusion regarding what the obligation is as to whether they can 
retain their notes. 


Could the member comment on the point that the legislation 
seems to imply that students will have to get rid of their studies after 
a 30-day period of time? 


Ms. Laurin Liu: Mr. Speaker, we believe that copyright laws in 
Canada can balance the rights of creators so they can be 
compensated fairly for their work, while respecting the right of 
consumers to have reasonable access to content. 


My hon. colleague cited the case of a student who would have to 
destroy documents 30 days after a course ends. On our side, we do 
not believe this gives students reasonable rights to access content. 

Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I want to follow up on my hon. colleague's last comment. 


In this bill students who take long-distance learning courses are 
forced to destroy their class notes after 30 days. Does that not create 
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a two-tier set of rights? If students go to a school in a city, they will 
have a certain set of rights, but if they are in a rural or isolated area 
trying to do long-distance education, they will be told that they have 
to destroy their class notes. 


What does the member think the impact is on students across 
Canada who are trying to make the most of learning in a digital 
environment? 


Ms. Laurin Liu: Mr. Speaker, I do not think we have reached a 
balance within Bill C-11 between compensating creators for the 
work they have done and giving consumers rights to access the 


content that they have paid for and that they have the right to use. 


I would also add that we have a lot of support for our position, 
notably from Michael Geist who is a renowned technology 
commentator. He stated: 


The foundational principle of the new bill remains that anytime a digital lock is 
used—whether on books, movies, music, or electronic devices—the lock trumps 
virtually all other rights. 


This means that both the existing fair dealing rights and Bill 
C-1l's new rights all cease to function effectively so long as the 
rights holder places a digital lock on the— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. We 
have exhausted the time allowed. 


Resuming debate, the hon. member for Montcalm. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Manon Perreault (Montcalm, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is 
difficult to try and understand an ill-conceived bill that does not 
really fix the problems in the current law. The Canadian government 
wants to reintroduce former Bill C-32 in the hopes of modernizing 
the Copyright Act. After listening to many expert witnesses speak on 
this topic in 2009 and after consultations, this government chose to 
table a catch-all bill. 


It is true that Canada needs new copyright legislation, but this one 
is confusing. It contains too many major problems and, in certain 
cases, creates problems where there were none before. The 
government has managed to alienate intellectual property expert 
Michael Geist, the cultural industries, the Writers Guild of Canada 
and SOCAN, the Society of Composers, Authors and Music 
Publishers of Canada, to name just a few. 


Reforming copyright law in Canada is not simple. It is quite 
complex. I greatly fear that the government's proposal is not the right 
solution. On one hand, the government is allowing for fair use for 
educational purposes, but on the other hand, it is imposing strict 
rules with regard to digital locks, allowing them to supersede all 
other rights guaranteed under the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms. The Writers Guild of Canada has been very clear about 
digital locks: adding a digital lock effectively blocks the creators! 
current source of income and denies consumers the same rights they 
are guaranteed in other clauses of the bill. 
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The United States adopted similar legislation 10 years ago, and we 
have already seen the major shortcomings of such legislation in 
recent years. Their bill has reduced fair access to electronic 
resources, limited individual freedom of expression, legislated 
contradictory terms, resulted in unending and expensive legal battles 
against the public and has hindered innovation. Why is this 
government proposing a bill based on that same model? Canada 
should be a leader in copyright law instead of repeating the mistakes 
of its neighbours. Canada has to move forward and show leadership 
in this area, especially given the astonishing number of artists here 
who are brimming with talent. 


The Minister of Industry and Minister of State for Agriculture 
announced that Canadians would soon have modern copyright laws 
that protect and help create jobs, promote innovation and attract new 
investment. However, quite the opposite seems to be true. Over 80 
arts and culture organizations believe that Bill C-11 will be bad for 
Canada's digital economy. Howard Knopf, a lawyer who specializes 
in copyright, raises an important question. He says that this bill does 
not encourage innovation and that, in fact, it inhibits it. He wonders 
how making it illegal to bypass a regional code in order to watch a 
legally imported Bollywood DVD that is not available in Canada is 
going to encourage innovation. 


The bill could seriously affect artists' incomes, even though they 
are already underpaid. A Conference Board of Canada report found 
that the cultural sector generated approximately $25 billion in tax 
revenue in 2007. That is more than three times higher than the 
$7.9 billion that was invested in culture by all levels of government 
in 2007. We must also consider that the average salary of an artist in 
Canada is $12,900 a year, which is a pittance. This bill will deprive 
artists of million of dollars in revenue and jeopardize their market 
share. 


Canada can be proud of its artists and creators. Why does this 
government want to penalize them? Does the government think that, 
with this bill, it can download additional costs onto artists, who are 
already underpaid? How does the government expect to create new 
jobs like this? It would definitely be more effective to examine the 
issue of job creation separately rather than trying to pass this 
incoherent bill off as a job creation strategy. 


The Canadian Association of University Teachers was clear: this 
bill needs to be amended. The NDP is proposing that we delete the 
clauses that criminalize the removal of digital locks for personal, 
non-commercial purposes. This would easily allow people who have 
a print disability to change the format of electronic resources so they 
can access them. 


@ (1745) 


What worries me is the impact that this bill would have on people 
with a print disability, which includes those with learning disabilities 
and those who are visually impaired. The accessibility of resources is 
clearly not a priority for this government. It is important to remember 
that, last year, the Federal Court ordered the government to make its 
websites accessible to people with visual impairments. The court 
gave them 15 months to fix the problem and we note that the 
government has only three months left. This is an example of the 
lack of consideration that this government has shown with respect to 
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the accessibility of resources. The hon. members will understand my 
concern about the plans for digital locks. 


What also concerns me is that the government held consultations 
on the accessibility of library resources. For three years, the 
government consulted experts on the issue and listened to people 
with print disabilities describe their experience in trying to access 
resources. 


I have the clear impression that the government did not listen to 
anything they said. This bill may actually create obstacles for people 
with a print disability in accessing resources. We have to protect 
artists' and authors' creations but we also have to be careful not to 
create problems for people with visual impairments. We must strike a 
balance; such a thing is possible. Unfortunately, the government did 
not do the research it should have when drafting this bill. It would be 
preferable to consider any amendments that could improve the 
legislation and make it better reflect what is at stake for Canadians. 


Right now, Bill C-11 could have a number of unintended 
consequences, which is why it is important to consider amendments 
to improve the Copyright Act. One possible effect of the bill would 
be to increase the current levies on cassettes, DVDs and CDs, for 
example. 


The bill could also create grey areas that would be difficult to 
manage and would require an endless, complex and inefficient list of 
exceptions. For example, the bill allows users to record television 
shows to watch them later but does not allow them to create a library 
of recorded content. What is the difference? How do we know 
whether two or three recorded episodes of a television show 
constitute a library or not? 


Furthermore, is it illegal to transfer the music that we listen to on a 
CD player to a computer in order to listen to it on an MP3 player? 
According to this bill, the answer seems to be yes. However, 
according to the Conservatives, we do not have to worry because it is 
highly unlikely that the artist will sue us. 


This bill creates all manner of difficult situations where judges 
will have a very hard time giving a ruling. This bill does not tackle 
the real problems faced by today's artists and consumers. In fact, it 
runs the risk of making things even more complicated. 


I am asking this government to take our objections to this bill very 
seriously. I am asking the government to work with copyright 
experts who have identified serious problems with the law and to 
improve their proposals for modernizing the Copyright Act by taking 
into consideration users, artists and persons with a print disability. 


@ (1750) 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I 
congratulate the hon. member on her speech. She is perhaps aware 
that Conservative members shared their comments in a letter to their 
constituents stating that it would be acceptable to break the new law 
in order to circumvent digital locks. 
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Government members have apparently been saying that it would 
be okay to break the new law and to circumvent digital locks. The 
member for Calgary Centre wrote: 


If a digital lock is broken for personal use, it is not realistic that the creator would 
choose to file a lawsuit against the consumer, due to legal fees and time involved. 


In other words, he is suggesting not to worry about this, that the 
law can be broken and nothing would happen, that really we are 
encouraging consumers to break the law. 


What does that say about the Conservatives' position, that they are 
telling Canadians to break this law that they have not passed yet? 


[Translation] 


Ms. Manon Perreault: Madam Speaker, I think I will quote 
Michael Geist, who said that the foundational principle of the new 
bill remains that any time a digital lock is used—whether on books, 
movies, music or electronic devices—the lock trumps virtually all 
other rights. 


This means that fair dealing rights and the new rights set out in 
Bill C-11 are no longer in effect once the copyright holder places a 
digital lock on the content or the device. 


[English] 
Mr. Paul Calandra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 


of Canadian Heritage, CPC): Madam Speaker, I listened intently to 
my colleague's comments. 


I note that there are some countries around the world where TPMs 
are protected. We have not seen an actual decline in the availability 
of visual material in all of those countries, but we have seen an 
increase in it. I wonder if my colleague could cite one example for 
me of one country where there has been a decline in the availability 
of creative works because of TPMs. 


Many opposition members have been focusing on the destruction 
of course notes for students. That is not actually in the bill. Students 
are not going to be required to burn their notes at the conclusion of 
their course work. That is simply not true. 


I wonder if— 
@ (1755) 


Mr. Charlie Angus: Madam Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I 
would not want the member to mislead the folks back home, but it is 
in the bill. If he were to read the bill, he would understand that. It is 
on page 23 of the bill. If he were to read the bill— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member knows 
that this is debate. I would ask the hon. parliamentary secretary to 
conclude as there is little time left for a response. 


Mr. Paul Calandra: | would like to respond to the point of order, 
Madam Speaker. One of the— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order. The matter is settled. This was not a 
point of order. Could the hon. parliamentary secretary conclude his 
response? 


Mr. Paul Calandra: You are quite correct, Madam Speaker. It 
was not a point of order because the opposition is wrong on most 
facets of Bill C-11. 
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Could the hon. member cite one instance out of those 80 
countries, where TPMs are available, where they have seen less 
creative work? Could she cite for me specifically where— 


The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Montcalm. There is 
one minute left to respond to the question. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Manon Perreault: Madam Speaker, the NDP's position is 
clear. The NDP believes that Canadian copyright laws can balance 
the right of creators to fair compensation for their work and the right 
of consumers to reasonable access to content. 


In other words, the NDP wants to examine all the amendments 
that could be made to the bill in order to create a fair royalty system 
for artists, as we have now. This bill would wipe out millions of 
dollars in revenues for artists. That is what we are talking about. 


[English] 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I am pleased to speak to Bill C-11, the copyright 
modernization act. 


Without question, copyright is a very complex issue, and on that I 
think we can all agree. It is required as a balancing of competing 
demands of multiple interests. 


At the root of this issue is the fact of unrelenting technological 
advancements. Therefore, I rise today to speak to this issue with 
some trepidation. I am not a very technologically sophisticated kind 
of guy. In the race to keep up with technology, my 15-year-old blew 
past me some years ago and has disappeared over the horizon. My 
12-year-old has lapped me several times and now I simply marvel at 
my 7-year-old's facility with all technological matters. It seems like it 
is intuitive and, to extend or abuse the metaphor, I hear his footsteps 
right behind me. 


My challenges with technology notwithstanding, I do realize and 
recognize that there are great possibilities and new horizons that 
open up to us on our current trajectory of technological develop- 
ment. These possibilities emerge from our ability to explore vistas 
that were not available or accessible to us before. Much of the 
broadening of horizons comes from our greater exposure to and 
easier access to the arts of all kinds, but performing arts in particular. 


From this we all benefit. It gives us as Canadians a better sense of 
each other across this vast land with such tremendous historical, 
cultural and linguistic diversity. Collectively, it gives us a greater 
sense of our national identity and our place in this world. It gives us, 
as Canadians, an existential foothold. The reverse is also true. It 
gives others around the world a better sense of who we are as 
Canadians. For all of this, we should be thankful and understand 
ourselves to be in the debt of our Canadian artists. One asks where 
our creative Canadians are represented in the bill. Where in the bill 
do we acknowledge their role in our lives and acknowledge our debt 
to them? 
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In the answers to these questions, we discover the fatal flaw of the 
bill because artists are locked behind the digital locks that prevent 
the sharing of product and the opportunity to support themselves 
economically. What our artists need and what we all need is to take 
advantage of our technology to enhance access to creative products 
hand-in-glove with enhancing compensatory opportunities for our 
artists. The value of proceeding in this fashion is not just cultural but 
economic. 


À 2008 Conference Board of Canada report found that the cultural 
sector generated approximately $25 billion in taxes for all levels of 
government in 2007. This amount is more than three times higher 
than the $7.9 billion that was spent by these governments on culture 
in that year. 


The Alliance of Canadian Cinema, Television and Radio Artists, 
better known as ACTRA to many, estimates that Canada's arts and 
culture industries contribute $85 billion per year to our country's 
economy. This works out to roughly 7.4% of Canada's gross national 
income and 1.1 million jobs, equivalent to about 6% of Canada's 
labour force. 


In stark contrast, the average earnings of a Canadian artist in 
2009-10 was just $12,900, well below the poverty line. Far too many 
people in Canada's arts and culture community have no choice but to 
subsist, depending on the generosity of friends and family to get by. 
They are relegated to a state of quasi-survival that does not reflect 
the tremendous economic and cultural benefits that we all reap from 
their talents. 


What we should be doing in the House is protecting the creator by 
providing him or her with a way to make a living and at the same 
time protecting the ability of Canadians, often called consumers in 
the language of this debate, to enjoy the creative product of 
Canadian artists. Instead, the bill seems to privilege or enhance the 
economic and legal position of content owners, not creators and 
certainly not consumers, because the bill does nothing to deal with 
the most troublesome issue confronting us under the present 
copyright regime, which is the digital lock. 


® (1800) 


Behind that lock is the artist's work with limited ability to get out. 
On the other side is the consumer who is limited by his or her ability 
to access the creative product. We should be facilitating cultural and 
economic exchange between creators and consumers, not placing 
barriers between them that will benefit almost exclusively large 
foreign content owners. It is backward and it needs to be reworked. 


On the same theme that I began with, the democratic possibilities 
of new technology, I would like to talk about the implications of this 
bill for education. Our new technologies carry with them this 
tremendous opportunity for providing greater access to education by 
making knowledge and information available to a much larger 
audience. This technology is an equalizer of educational opportunity, 
not by limiting opportunity for some but by raising it for all. 


However, this bill, again primarily through the mechanism of the 
digital lock, places in front of students obstacles to their education. 
This is most obvious in the case of distance education. It should be 
noted that distance education or learning is an important issue, not 
just because of the sheer vastness of Canada but also because of the 
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intensity with which so many of us live our lives and the 
convenience that distance education offers. It is also a huge issue 
because of the need for so many Canadians to pursue continuous 
education to keep up with new technologies and shifting labour 
market demands. 


This bill would require that digital copies of educational materials 
for the purpose of study be made to self-destruct within five days. 
This would pose obvious problems for those pursuing long distance 
education, among others. In the case of long distance education, 
people in a remote isolated community would have to destroy their 
course materials within 30 days after the conclusion of the course of 
study. This is hardly an appropriate use of copyright law as these 
people would be effectively prohibited from having future access for 
reference or other purposes to content they have already paid for. 


Further, with this bill, as presented, digital locks supersede other 
rights guaranteed in the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, 
such as changing format in the case of a perceptual disability. Again 
I would argue that this is hardly an appropriate use of copyright law. 


Under the terms of this bill, any removal of digital lock 
information would come with punitive fines of up to $1 million 
and five years in jail. This measure is based directly on the United 
States' controversial digital millennium copyright act model. 


In conclusion, I will point to some principles that should not 
change over time and should inform copyright legislation. One is 
that we need to value, treasure and protect the creative people among 
us. Their gifts are gifts for all of us and this needs to be recognized 
socially but, and very important, materially with appropriate 
remuneration for those in the arts and cultural community. 


A second such principle is that education is critically important to 
us individually and collectively and, in all that we do, we should 
enhance access to education not limit it. 


A third and very serious principle is the inviolable rights afforded 
to all Canadians by our Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 


On all three of those principles, this bill fails and requires, as a 
result, significant amendment. 


@ (1805) 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): We 
heard earlier, Madam Speaker, from a Conservative member of 
Parliament, a very intelligent person, who denied that what we all 
know to be in the bill was in the bill. I want to read page 23 of the 
bill, clause 30.01(5), which states, “the student shall destroy the 
reproduction”, that is the textbook, “within 30 days after the day on 
which the students who are enrolled in the course to which the lesson 
relates have received their final course evaluations”. That is black on 
white. 


Very clearly, from the questions that we have been hearing from 
Conservatives, it appears that none of the Conservatives have 
actually even read the bill. This is quite tragic when they are 
supposed to be representing the interests of their constituents. 
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Could the member for Beaches—East York comment on the fact 
that the retroactive book burning is in the bill and on how surprised 
he may be that Conservatives have not bothered to read the 
legislation that is before the House? 


Mr. Matthew Kellway: Madam Speaker, it is in the bill and, as 
the member noted, I commented on it in my speech. I think it is an 
egregious part of the bill. 


I may be a bit of a nerd but I have retained and actually found 
quite useful for my speech earlier today my notes and papers from 
my course work back in university. I know there are others in this 
caucus who have commented on having that same habit of retaining 
these materials for a long time and finding them from time to time 
quite useful. 


For all students, being able to retain notes, course materials, et 
cetera, that they have paid for is a tremendous advantage and only 
right having taken the courses. We all know that education is not 
inexpensive these days. 


The provision read by my colleague about having to destroy these 
notes is something that I would like to see removed in amendments 
in committee. 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Madam Speaker, a lot of the conversation earlier centred 
around the issue of the iPod tax, as the government likes to call it. 
We like to call it essential revenues for many of our artists and 
musicians. 


One of the situations that we had just prior to the last election dealt 
with that. A lot of the media put that out as being just a myth. 


What ends up happening here is that there is a relinquishing of 
revenues as a result of technology change. One of the things that we 
wanted to do, as part of the Liberal Party, was to provide that funding 
through general revenues. 


Is that something that the NDP would consider in light of the fact 
that we keep talking about this levy? Sometimes a debate gets 
misconstrued. 


@ (1810) 


Mr. Matthew Kellway: Madam Speaker, it is interesting that the 
levy has existed on other forms of technology that are now, in a 
sense, timed out, such as cassette tapes, et cetera. 


We would certainly support moving that private copying levy onto 
new forms of technology so that we retain those levies for the benefit 
of arts and culture in Canada. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Hélène Laverdiére (Laurier-Sainte-Marie, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I would like to thank the hon. member for another excellent 
speech today. He spoke very eloquently about the importance of 
creativity. | 


That said, the hon. member also spoke about economic issues. I 
would like to ask him if he feels that this bill is yet another example 
of how the Conservative government favours big business over small 
businesses. Artists are SMEs, small businesses. 
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[English] 


Mr. Matthew Kellway: Madam Speaker, it would seem to be that 
this is the case, that once again we have Canadian legislation 
mirroring or mimicking legislation in the United States. It seems that 
it would be foreign owned and content owners who benefit from this 
copyright law and Canadian artists, who benefit us all so much, 
would be left out in spite of their very keen economic needs. 


Mr. Dan Harris (Scarborough Southwest, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I will take over my colleague's spot. 


While I would like to commend the government for tabling 
legislation that seeks to bring about long overdue changes to bring 
Canada in line with advances in technology and current international 
standards—changes that New Democrats have been recommending 
since 2004, I might add—I cannot commend the bill in its current 
form, and will not, unless the government is willing to amend the 
digital lock provisions and restore royalty provisions for artists. The 
government has yet to create a copyright reform that would balance 
the rights of creators and the public. Rather, the legislation it has 
brought forward would satisfy the demands of large American 
content owners and trump the rights of Canadian consumers. 


Canadians did not give the government a mandate to cater to the 
needs of already hugely profitable content owners while restricting 
the rights that consumers currently possess. They also did not elect it 
to waste time fixing problems that never existed in the first place. 
The government's own clause-by-clause analysis of the bill, obtained 
under the Access to Information Act, states that the digital lock 
provisions apply even when there is not an infringement of copyright 
and the defences to infringement of copyright are not defences to 
these prohibitions. 


It is not hard to fathom why the government would not attempt to 
find balance in its legislation. We all know that nothing the 
government has done since May 2 has ever had anything to do with 
balance. In committee, witness after witness testified that while the 
bill brings to life some of the much-needed modernization of our 
outdated copyright laws, major flaws exist within these digital lock 
provisions. Witness after witness said these flaws could be fixed and 
that a balance could be found in the same way that many of our 
trading partners are achieving, including many European countries 
and now even the United States. 


It is clear from everything the government has done since May 2 
that the government is simply not interested in anything to do with 
balance. All of its actions and all of its legislation have been very 
obviously one-sided and, frankly, ideological. Nothing the govern- 
ment does has anything to do with consultation or with balance. One 
would think that it had a mandate from a majority of Canadians, but 
of course we all know that it has a mandate from fewer than 40% of 
Canadians. The majority of Canadians support neither the govern- 
ment nor its actions, yet the government has the arrogance to 
completely ignore the concerns of any Canadian who may question 
its rigid and inflexible agenda. 


Ignoring the concerns and advice of witnesses testifying in 
committee comes as no surprise to anyone in and around this 
chamber. 
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Canadians need to know that the Conservative government is 
making a complete mockery of the time-honoured parliamentary 
committee process. Governments have used this process for many 
years to examine proposed legislation and to garner input and 
feedback from Canadians. This government does not want input and 
feedback from anyone with a different point of view. 


Canadians need to know that this government wants to effectively 
shut down the committee process, and not just the committee 
looking at this bill, but most, if not all, committees. The government 
simply wants to act as a bully, forcing its narrow agenda on the 
Canadian public and on the majority of Canadians who did not, and 
do not, support its agenda. 


What witnesses have told the government on the bill is that the 
provisions on digital locks will create problems, problems that do not 
exist now. They could have serious implications for many creators in 
the entertainment industry and also for students, who presumably, as 
has been demonstrated many times over, will have to destroy their 
notes after 30 days. This is insane. Frankly, it reminds me of 
Inspector Gadget and Mission Impossible, where notes self-destruct 
within 30 days. 


It makes absolutely no sense that the government would adopt 
such restrictive digital lock rules, which have, by the way, been 


described as the most restrictive in the world. A more balanced © 


approach is not only available but is being used with apparent 
success in most other jurisdictions. What is wrong with balance and 
flexibility? What is wrong with fairness? It seems those are rhetorical 
questions when dealing with this government, which knows nothing 
of the meaning of fairness, balance or flexibility. 


It is clear to the majority of Canadians that digital locks as 
proposed in this legislation will have a devastating effect on our 
cultural community, a sector that currently contributes $85 billion a 
year to our economy and supports over 1.1 million jobs. These are 
very large and significant numbers, especially in the troubling 
economic times we are currently seeing. Representatives from this 
sector cannot simply be ignored, but the government is doing just 
that. 


@ (1815) 


The Writers Guild of Canada told the government that digital 
locks might work for software. However, from my own background 
in technology, I would take a different point of view and remind the 
House that locks keep honest people out. There is a way around 
every single lock, and I think the hackers of the world have proven 
that point in their attacks on governments and industry. If a lock is 
there, somebody will find a way around it. 


Also, according to the Writers Guild of Canada, digital locks 


are likely to be selected against in the open market as they were with music. They 
are neither forward-looking nor in the consumers’ or creators' best interests. 
Digital locks, at their best, would simply freeze current revenue streams for 
creators. j 


That is pretty clear advice. 


The Canadian Internet Policy and Public Interest Clinic told the 
government that: : 


Overall, these digital lock provisions are some of the most restrictive in the world. 
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To achieve a fair balance between users and copyright owners, the government 
needs to fix the digital lock provisions before this bill passes into law. 


I could go on quoting from the cultural community, which told the 
government that it had a problem with the bill and that the 
government needed to change the digital lock provisions. Did the 
government listen? No. 


It is as if the government is operating in a cone of silence. I would 
like to say that it is time to get smart. While we may not be using 
shoe phones, all of our phones nowadays do have the ability to 
download and receive copyrighted information. The levies and 
provisions that existed in former forms of media should be advanced 
onto the new forms. 


The government has to start listening to Canadians. Trying to fix 
the situation after the demise of a whole industry will simply be too 
late. I call on the government to go back to the drawing board, 
rework this legislation and protect our vital cultural industry and the 
jobs it provides. If not, let us do it in committee. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, I have emphasized in the past a very offensive aspect that 
I think would cause concern for many Canadians. If the bill were to 
pass, it would by law prohibit post-secondary students, who have 
paid for their education, from retaining the studies and reports that 
they have done, as the bill has that 30-day clause. I wonder if the 
member would like to provide some additional comment on that 
issue. 


© (1820) 


Mr. Dan Harris: Madam Speaker, I would like to emphasize for 
the Conservatives that if they had actually read the bill, they might 
know that those provisions are in fact there. I think it is troubling that 
the parliamentary secretary did not know that this provision was in 
the bill. Conservatives just seem to be making it up as they go along. 


Certainly with respect to the 5-day or 30-day provisions, it is 
inexcusable, given the tremendous cost and burden that students are 
facing to get their education, that they would not be able to retain” 
that material and use it for years to come. 


Mr. Paul Calandra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Canadian Heritage, CPC): Madam Speaker, I listened intently. 
Could my hon. friend point out for me the sections in the bill that 
actually refer to requiring the class notes of students to be destroyed 
after 30 days? 


Also, has the member read proposed subsection 30.01(5) of the 
act, which talks about 30 days for the taped version of the distance 
education course that the student watches? After 30 days, that is 
what cannot be kept. Nowhere does the bill suggest that students 
have to destroy or burn the class notes that they have created while 
watching a taped version. The assertion is absolutely ridiculous. 
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I would defer to the hon. member's scholarly knowledge of the bill 
if he could point out for me the sections of the bill that identify that 
students have to destroy their class notes. He mentioned that it is in 
the bill a number of times. I will sit and listen and wait for the hon. 
member's scholarly advice as to where those sections are in the bill. 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I would ask all hon. 
members to wait until they are recognized to make comments or to 
ask questions. 


For response, the hon. member for Scarborough Southwest. 


Mr. Dan Harris: Madam Speaker, I would first refer the 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Canadian Heritage back 
to my hon. colleague from Burnaby—New Westminster in reference 
to proposed subsection 30.01(5), which states in part: 

However, the student shall destroy the reproduction within 30 days after the day 


on which the students who are enrolled in the course to which the lesson relates have 
received their final course evaluations. 


Where did I say that they would have to destroy their class notes? 
Once again, the Conservatives are just making it up as they go along. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Pierre Jacob (Brome—Missisquoi, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
I have a question for my colleague. 


SOCAN, the Society of Composers, Authors and Music Publish- 
ers of Canada, said it believes that Bill C-11 should be amended in 
order to facilitate access to creative content via new media and to 
ensure that creators are fairly compensated for the use of their 
creative content via new media. 


How will artists be affected if this delicate balance is disturbed? : 


Mr. Dan Harris: Madam Speaker, it will definitely be disturbed if 
artists do not receive the money they deserve after the bill is 
amended. 


[English] 


Certainly if the provisions are not carried forward to new 
technologies, then artists are going to suffer. As my colleague from 
Davenport mentioned earlier, currently artists have an average 
income of $13,000 per year and cannot afford to lose any more. 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, the riding of Burnaby—New Westminster is one of the 
ridings where we are concerned about the bill that the government 
has brought forward, Bill C-11, which was supposed to be a 
modernization of copyright. 


We on this side of the House, as a number of our very eloquent 
speakers have said, are fully in support of modernization in 
copyright law. We have said that. Our member for Timmins—James 
Bay, who was the critic in the former Parliament on digital issues and 
continues to be the critic in this Parliament, brought forward a whole 
variety of very positive amendments and suggestions to the 
government. As we know within the NDP caucus, one of the 
reasons we are 102 strong is that we did extensive consultations, 
which the government has consistently refused to do on this bill. We 
got from the artistic community, from those involved in digital 
issues, those involved in copyright issues, a series of amendments to 
fix this bad bill. 
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As has been the trend of the government since it was elected on 
May 2, since it took off the sweater vest and stopped talking about 
moderation and approaching government in a responsible way, the 
government has refused to acknowledge any of the concerns raised 
in the artistic community, any of the concerns raised in the 
educational community, any of the concerns raised across this 
country by members in this House and by many members of the 
public. It has not addressed any of those issues. That is why we are 
faced with, instead of a bill that would modernize copyright, a bill 
that would in many respects take us backward in time. 


I have only a few minutes left, but I will be delighted to continue 
the discussion at a later date. This is a fundamentally important piece 
of legislation that has huge flaws, huge holes, and has been 
approached by the government in what is a wholly irresponsible 
way. 


Let us talk about three of the elements that would take us back in 
time. 


We have had a number of great speakers today talking about the 
impact on the artistic community and that, in a real sense, this so- 
called modernization of copyright for artists would take them back to 
the dirty thirties. That was a time when the artistic community did 
not receive the kind of supports for the works that it put forward to 
benefit our country, a time when artists basically were starving 
artists. 


Subsequent to that, over the years, we have put in a variety of 
mechanisms so that artists could actually profit from their work. It is 
not a surprise that we are the foremost advocates for our artists in this 
House of Commons and we have a number of artists who have gone 
on to become members of Parliament. 


However, the government is turning back the clock, ripping away 
those supports which the artistic community has and benefits from. 
As my colleague, the member for Scarborough Southwest, said just a 
few moments ago, the median earnings of an artist in Canada are 
under $13,000 a year. For the government, in a mean-spirited way, to 
rip away the supports that artists have through its provisions in Bill 
C-11, shows to what extent the government is willing to turn back 
the clock. 


Now, let us look at some of the other provisions that would turn 
back the clock. 


Madam Speaker, because you come from a riding where there is a 
good sense of history, Victoria, British Columbia, you are aware of 
the 19th century and the paupers' prisons. Those paupers' prisons 
were established because there were draconian laws that penalized 
the poor, that penalized the middle class. When those people could 
not afford to pay their fines, they were thrown into paupers' prisons. 


What we have here when we look at the bill, and I am going to 
reference it for the Conservative members who have obviously not 
yet read the bill, at page 57, it talks about the penalties that this 
legislation would bring forward. I will refer to clause 48, which is 
proposed subsection 42(3.1)(a), where it says that on conviction on 
indictment—that is when an individual is guilty of an offence 
through this bill that is brought forward—an individual is liable to a 
fine not exceeding $1 million or to imprisonment for a term not 
exceeding five years, or to both. 


November 14, 2011 


Paupers' prisons and middle-age book-burning. That is how far 
back the government has turned the issue on copyright. Moderniza- 
tion of copyright— 


© (1825) 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member will have 
five minutes left for further comments when the bill returns to the 
House. 


ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS 


A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed 
to have been moved. 


[Translation] 
INFRASTRUCTURE 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I would like to speak more about the Champlain Bridge and 
public transit on the bridge. 


As we know, the Champlain Bridge is federally owned but, 
clearly, the provincial and municipal governments involved want to 
see public transit on the bridge, particularly in the form of light rail. 


We are being asked why the NDP talks so much about public 
transit. We currently have a national strategy. Bill C-305, which 
promotes a national public transit strategy, has been introduced in the 
House. : 


Why are we talking about public transit and, in particular, public 
transit on the Champlain Bridge? In short, it is because of the 
competition, the economy and the economic spinoffs that are 
generated by public transit. 


What are the economic spinoffs for the greater Montreal area? 
Public transit provides 13,000 jobs on the island of Montreal and 
injects a billion dollars into that economy. The federal and provincial 
governments collect $300 million a year from public transit alone. In 
addition, 50% of parts for the manufacturing of personal cars are 
imported, compared to 10% of parts for public transit vehicles. This 
means that 90% of the parts used in public transit vehicles are 
produced here in Canada, which represents major economic spinoffs. 


There are other, non-economic spinoffs as well. Promoting a 
transit system reduces the cost of public transit. The cost per unit for 
one personal automobile is two to three times higher than for public 
transit. That is a saving of roughly $570 million a year. Transit 
provides stimulus to family homes because it enhances consumer 
power and gets people around to major centres more easily and more 
efficiently. 


There are many economic spinoffs related to public transit. We 
want to plan well in order for public transit to use the bridge and 
boost the economy in the greater Montreal area. We believe that, 
with a strategy in place, we can generate healthy economic spinoffs. 
@ (1830) 

[English] 

Ms. Eve Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 

Veterans Affairs, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am pleased to rise in 
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response to the question posed by the hon. member for Vaudreuil- 
Soulanges. 


The Conservative government understands the importance of 
public infrastructure and making our country and our communities 
more prosperous, safer and more environmentally friendly. Support- 
ing provincial, territorial and municipal infrastructure has been and 
continues to be a key priority for our government. 


In 2007 we launched the seven year, $33 billion building Canada 
plan. This historic investment represented Canada's first long-term 
infrastructure plan. 


To protect Canadians from the worst effects of the global 
economic downturn, the government also launched Canada's 
economic action plan in budget 2009. This included $6 billion in 
new funding programs for provincial, territorial and municipal 
infrastructure, such as the infrastructure stimulus fund and the 
recreational infrastructure Canada program. We also accelerated 
funding under our existing programs to increase the amount of 
investment that would occur during the 2009 and 2010 construction 
seasons. 


Together with our partners, provinces, territories and municipa- 
lities, we have been able to make historic investments in 
infrastructure that are having a real impact on the lives of all 
Canadians. 


Let me provide just one example of the difference we are making. 


I am very proud of the significant contribution our government is 
making in public transit projects both large and small right across 
Canada. Many of Canada's largest cities, including Toronto, 
Vancouver, Ottawa, Calgary and Edmonton, now dedicate a very 
large portion of their federal gas tax funding to public transit. 


As a former municipal councillor for the Region of Peel and the 
City of Mississauga, I can say that the City of Mississauga undertook 
its largest transit expansion in its history because of the dedicated gas 
tax funding. 


Since our government took office in 2006, we have committed 
close to $5 billion to public transit projects across Canada. This is an 
unprecedented commitment to public transit by the federal 
government. At no other time has the Government of Canada made 
such substantial investments in transit systems across Canada, but 
we are not finished. Under our long-term infrastructure program, the 
building Canada plan, funding for important infrastructure projects, 
including public transit, drinking water and waste water systems, 
green energy, national highways, local roads, and so on will continue 
to be provided in the coming years. 
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In addition, our government has made and will continue to make 
significant commitments to cities and communities through the gas 
tax fund. In fact, we recently tabled legislation to make the gas tax 
fund permanent. As everyone knows, that is something munici- 
palities have been requesting for years. At $2 billion per year, this 
money will allow municipalities to count on stable funding for their 
infrastructure needs now and in the future. This allows them to plan. 


The government also recognizes the need for future infrastructure 
support beyond 2014. That is why budget 2011 included a 
commitment that the government would work with provinces, 
territories, the Federation of Canadian Municipalities and other 
stakeholders to develop a new long-term plan for public infra- 
structure that extends long beyond the expiry of the building Canada 
plan. 


I am very proud of the unprecedented investments in public 
infrastructure that the Conservative government has made since 
taking office in 2006. We will continue to build on this momentum 
by working with provinces, territories and municipalities to address 
Canada's infrastructure priorities and challenges. 


@ (1835) 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls: Madam Speaker, it is my hope that the 
government will not rest on its laurels. 


The hon. member talked about the gas tax fund. Presently, the 
federal government collects 10¢ in gas taxes and returns 5¢ to the 
municipalities. | would hope that instead of holding on to that 5¢ it 
would give municipalities the other 5é. 


I was addressing the strategy and planning behind the Champlain 


Bridge. It is my hope that the federal government will work closely 


with the provinces and the municipalities surrounding the Champlain 
Bridge in order to do proper planning so that they actually have in 
place the transit system that they want. This will take a strategy, and 
so far I have not seen any evidence from the government that it has 
done proper planning in terms of working with the provinces and 
municipalities to offer an efficient, modern transit system. 
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Ms. Eve Adams: Madam Speaker, our Conservative government 
is proud to be making significant investments in infrastructure for 
our cities and communities across Canada. 


Recently, our government tabled legislation to make the $2 billion 
a year gas tax fund a permanent measure, as I mentioned. I would 
hope, after listening to the hon. member's passion for public 
infrastructure funding, that he would choose to support our 
Conservative government in ensuring that the gas tax funding is a 
permanent measure. 


Just last month the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities announced that our government would proceed with a 
new bridge across the St. Lawrence River in Montreal to replace the 
existing Champlain Bridge. 


We are also committed to the long-term future of Canada's 
infrastructure. Going forward, we will work with our partners on 
developing a long-term plan that addresses priorities and key 
challenges. 


It is clear that our government continues to recognize the vital role 
infrastructure plays in the creation and protection of jobs, in building 
and maintaining strong, healthy and sustainable communities, and in 
strengthening the foundation for our long-term prosperity. 


I hope that the opposition parties will see fit to support our 
government in these very important endeavours for the benefit of all 
Canadians. 


© (1840) 
[Translation] 


The Deputy Speaker: The motion to adjourn the House is now 
deemed to have been adopted. Accordingly this House stands 
adjourned until tomorrow at 10 a.m., pursuant to Standing Order 
24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 6:40 p.m.) 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Tuesday, November 15, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. 


Prayers 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 


© (1000) 
[English] 


CANADA—JORDAN ECONOMIC GROWTH AND 
PROSPERITY ACT 


Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC) moved for leave to introduce 
Bill C-23, An Act to implement the Free Trade Agreement between 
Canada and the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, the Agreement on 
the Environment between Canada and the Hashemite Kingdom of 
Jordan and the Agreement on Labour Cooperation between Canada 
and the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


wk RK* 
[Translation] 
CANADA-PANAMA ECONOMIC GROWTH AND 
PROSPERITY ACT 


Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC) moved for leave to introduce 
Bill C-24, An Act to implement the Free Trade Agreement between 
Canada and the Republic of Panama, the Agreement on the 
Environment between Canada and the Republic of Panama and the 
Agreement on Labour Cooperation between Canada and the 
Republic of Panama. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


*** 


COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 
NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
have the honour to present, in both official languages, the first report 
of the Standing Committee on National Defence. 


[English] 


In accordance with its order of reference on Friday, November 4, 
the committee has considered Bill C-16, An Act to amend the 


National Defence Act (military judges), and agreed on Tuesday, 
November 15, to report it without amendment. 


*** 


EMPLOYMENT INSURANCE ACT 


Mr. Fin Donnelly (New Westminster—Coquitlam, NDP) 
moved for leave to introduce Bill C-345, An Act to amend the 
Employment Insurance Act (special benefits). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I rise today to introduce legislation that 
would amend the Employment Insurance Act to extend the 
maximum period for which special benefits for catastrophic illness, 
injury or quarantine may be paid from 15 to 52 weeks. 


This bill was inspired by Natalie Thomas, a cancer survivor from 
Coquitlam, whose story touched me personally and made me realize 
the importance and necessity of changing the Employment Insurance 
Act. Another cancer survivor, Marie-Héléne Dubé from Montreal, 
has gathered hundreds of thousands of signatures for a petition that 
calls for these changes. 


Canadians who are struck with a catastrophic illness should be 
focusing on recovery, not on how they survive financially. For 
families throughout the country who have been touched with 
illnesses, such as cancer, that is difficult enough to cope with without 
worrying about their medical benefits expiring. This is why I am 
introducing this bill today and I encourage all members of the House 
to support it. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 
LE 
(1005) 


QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR RETURNS 
Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, if 


Questions Nos. 161, 162 and 163 could be made orders for returns, 
these returns would be tabled immediately. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
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Routine Proceedings 


[Text] 


Question No. 161—Mr. Mike Sullivan: 


With regard to Human Resources and Skills Development Canada funding in the 
riding of York South—Weston for the last five fiscal years: (a) what is the total 
amount of spending by (i) year, (ii) program; and (b) what is the amount of each 
spending item by (i) Aboriginal Skills and Employment Partnership (ASEP), (11) 
Aboriginal Skills and Employment Training Strategy, (ii) Aboriginal Skills and 
Training Strategic Investment Fund, (iv) Adult Learning Literacy and Essential Skills 
Program, (v) Apprenticeship Completion Grant, (vi) Apprenticeship Incentive Grant, 
(vii) Career Development Services Research (Employment Programs), (viii) 
Canada—European Union Program for Cooperation in Higher Education, Training 
and Youth (International Academic Mobility Program), (ix) Canada Summer Jobs 
(Youth Employment Strategy Program), (x) Career Focus (Youth Employment 
Strategy Program), (xi) Children and Families (Social Development Partnerships 
Program), (xii) Contributions for Consultation and Partnership-Building and 
Canadian-Based Cooperative Activities (International Trade and Labour Program), 
(xiii) Disability Component (Social Development Partnerships Program), (xiv) 
Employment Programs—Career Development Services Research, (xv) Enabling 
Accessibility Fund, (xvi) Enabling Fund for Official Language Minority Commu- 
nities, (xvii) Federal Public Service Youth Internship Program (Youth Employment 
Strategy Program), (xviii) Fire Prevention Grants, (xix) Fire Safety Organizations, 
(xx) Foreign Credential Recognition Program, (xxi) Homelessness Partnering 
Strategy, (xxii) International Academic Mobility—Canada—European Union 
Program for Cooperation in Higher Education, Training and Youth, (xxiii) 
International Academic Mobility—North American Mobility in Higher Education, 
(xxiv) International Labour Institutions in which Canada Participates Grants 
(International Trade and Labour Program), (xxv) International Trade and Labour 
Program (ITLP) Contributions for Consultation and Partnership-Building and 
Canadian-Based Cooperative Activities, (xxvi) International Trade and Labour 
Program (ITLP) Grants for Technical Assistance and Foreign-Based Cooperative 
Activities, (xxvii) International Trade and Labour Program (ITLP) International 
Labour Institutions in which Canada Participates Grants, (xxviii) Labour-Manage- 
ment Partnership Program, (xxix) Labour Market Agreements, (xxx) Labour Market 
Agreements for Persons with Disabilities, (xxxi) Labour Market Development 
Agreements, (xxxii) Labour Mobility, (xxxiii) New Horizons for Seniors Program, 
(xxxiv) Occupational Health and Safety, (xxxv) Opportunities Fund for Persons with 
Disabilities, (xxxvi) Organizations that Write Occupational Health and Safety 
Standards, (xxxvii) Sector Council Program, (xxxviii) Skills and Partnership Fund— 
Aboriginal, (xxxix) Skills Link (Youth Employment Strategy Program), (xl) Small 
Project Component (Enabling Accessibility Fund), (xli) Social Development 
Partnerships Program—Children and Families, (xlii) Social Development Partner- 
ships Program—Disability Component, (xliii) Surplus Federal Real Property for 
Homelessness Initiative, (xliv) Targeted Initiative for Older Workers, (xv) Technical 
Assistance and Foreign-Based Cooperative Activities Grants (International Trade and 
Labour Program), (xlvi) Work-Sharing, (xlvii) Youth Awareness, (xlviii) Youth 
Employment Strategy—Canada Summer Jobs, (xlix) Youth Employment Strategy— 
Career Focus, (1) Youth Employment Strategy—Federal Public Service Youth 
Internship Program, (li) Youth Employment Strategy—Skills Link? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 162—-Mr. Rodger Cuzner: 


With respect to Employment Insurance (EI) processing centres and EI call centres: 
(a) how many EI processing centres were there at the beginning of fiscal years 2007, 
2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011, and where were they located; (b) what was the volume 
of ET applications processed at each EI processing centre for fiscal years 2007, 2008, 
2009, 2010, and 2011, to date; (c) what was the average EI applications processing 
time for each processing centre for fiscal years 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011, to 
date; (d) broken down by permanent and term, how many positions were there at 
each EI processing centre at the beginning of fiscal years 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 
and 2011; (e) how many employees in temporary term positions were hired at each EI 
processing centre to manage the anticipated increase in EI applications resulting from 
job losses during the 2008-2009 recession and the resulting Economic Action Plan; 
(f) how many permanent position and term positions will be eliminated at each EI 
processing site between April 1, 2011 and March 31, 2014; (g) what was the staff 
turnover rate per EI processing centre for fiscal years 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, and 
2011, to date; (4) what was the cost to train an EI processing agent at the end of fiscal 
year 2011; (à) what was the per foot leasing cost per EI processing centre at the end of 
fiscal year 2011; (/) which EI processing sites have dedicated staff recruiters; (k) what 
is the cost per EI processing location of staff recruitment; (J) how many EI call 
centres were there at the beginning of fiscal years 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011, 
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and where were they located; (m) what was the volume of calls at each EI call centre 
for fiscal years 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011, to date; (n) how many positions, 
broken down by permanent and term, were there at each EI call centre at the 
beginning of fiscal years 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011; (0) how many 
temporary term positions at each EI call centre were hired to manage the anticipated 
increase in El inquiries resulting from job losses during the 2008-2009 recession and 
the resulting Economic Action Plan; (p) how many permanent positions and term 
positions will be eliminated at each El call site between April 1, 2011 and March 31, 
2014; (g) what was the staff turnover per EI call centre for fiscal years 2007, 2008, 
2009, 2010, and 2011, to date; (7) what was the cost to train an EI call agent at the 
end of fiscal year 2011; (s) what was the per foot leasing costs per EI call centre at the 
end of fiscal year 2011; (4) which EI call centre sites have dedicated staff recruiters; 
(u) what is the cost per location of staff recruitment; (v) what were the national 
Service Level standards for calls answered by an agent for EI call centres for fiscal 
years 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011, to date; (w) what was the actual 
Service Level for calls answered by an agent, achieved nationally and per EI call 
centre site, for fiscal years 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2008, 2010, and 2011, to date; (x) 
what was the annual percentage of EI calls made to EI call centres that received a 
high volume message for fiscal years 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011, 
to date; (y) what is the percentage of EI benefit payment notifications issued within 
28 days of filing; (z) what are age breakdowns of each EI applicant at each EI 
processing site during fiscal years 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011? 


(Return tabled) 
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Question No. 163—Mrs. Carol Hughes: 


With regard to Human Resources and Skills Development Canada funding in the 
riding of Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing for the last five fiscal years: (a) what 
is the total amount of spending by (1) year, (ii) program; and (b) what is the amount of 
each spending item by (i) Aboriginal Skills and Employment Partnership (ASEP), (ii) 
Aboriginal Skills and Employment Training Strategy, (iii) Aboriginal Skills and 
Training Strategic Investment Fund, (iv) Adult Learning Literacy and Essential Skills 
Program, (v) Apprenticeship Completion Grant, (vi) Apprenticeship Incentive Grant, 
(vii) Career Development Services Research (Employment Programs), (viii) 
Canada—European Union Program for Cooperation in Higher Education, Training 
and Youth (International Academic Mobility Program), (ix) Canada Summer Jobs 
(Youth Employment Strategy Program), (x) Career Focus (Youth Employment 
Strategy Program), (xi) Children and Families (Social Development Partnerships 
Program), (xii) Contributions for Consultation and Partnership-Building and 
Canadian-Based Cooperative Activities (International Trade and Labour Program), 
(xiil) Disability Component (Social Development Partnerships Program), (xiv) 
Employment Programs—Career Development Services Research, (xv) Enabling 
Accessibility Fund, (xvi) Enabling Fund for Official Language Minority Commu- 
nities, (xvii) Federal Public Service Youth Internship Program (Youth Employment 
Strategy Program), (xviii) Fire Prevention Grants, (xix) Fire Safety Organizations, 
(xx) Foreign Credential Recognition Program, (xxi) Homelessness Partnering 
Strategy, (xxii) International Academic Mobility—Canada—European Union 
Program for Cooperation in Higher Education, Training and Youth, (xxiii) 
International Academic Mobility—North American Mobility in Higher Education, 
(xxiv) International Labour Institutions in which Canada Participates Grants 
(International Trade and Labour Program), (xxv) International Trade and Labour 
Program (ITLP) Contributions for Consultation and Partnership-Building and 
Canadian-Based Cooperative Activities, (xxvi) International Trade and Labour 
Program (ITLP) Grants for Technical Assistance and Foreign-Based Cooperative 
Activities, (xxvii) International Trade and Labour Program (ITLP) International 
Labour Institutions in which Canada Participates Grants, (xxviii) Labour-Manage- 
ment Partnership Program, (xxix) Labour Market Agreements, (xxx) Labour Market 
Agreements for Persons with Disabilities, (xxxi) Labour Market Development 
Agreements, (xxxii) Labour Mobility, (xxxiii) New Horizons for Seniors Program, 
(xxxiv) Occupational Health and Safety, (xxxv) Opportunities Fund for Persons with 
Disabilities, (xxxvi) Organizations that Write Occupational Health and Safety 
Standards, (xxxvii) Sector Council Program, (xxxviii) Skills and Partnership Fund— 
Aboriginal, (xxxix) Skills Link (Youth Employment Strategy Program), (xl) Small 
Project Component (Enabling Accessibility Fund), (xli) Social Development 
Partnerships Program—Children and Families, (xlii) Social Development Partner- 
ships Program—Disability Component, (xliii) Surplus Federal Real Property for 
Homelessness Initiative, (xliv) Targeted Initiative for Older Workers, (xv) Technical 
Assistance and Foreign-Based Cooperative Activities Grants (International Trade and 
Labour Program), (xlvi) Work-Sharing, (xlvii) Youth Awareness, (xlviii) Youth 
Employment Strategy—Canada Summer Jobs, (xlix) Youth Employment Strategy— 
Career Focus, (1) Youth Employment Strategy—Federal Public Service Youth 
Internship Program, (li) Youth Employment Strategy—Skills Link? 


(Return tabled) 
[English] 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, I ask that the remaining 
questions be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


ee ee 


POINTS OF ORDER 
COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I rise today further to the 
comments of the hon. Chief Government Whip in response to the 
point of order raised yesterday by the hon. member for Windsor— 
Tecumseh respecting proceedings in the Standing Committee on 
Access to Information, Privacy and Ethics, as well as the comments 


Points of Order 


added by the hon. members for Winnipeg North and Saanich—Gulf 
Islands. 


Mr. Speaker, at the conclusion of his very lengthy submissions, 
the official opposition House leader asked you to declare proceed- 
ings on the ethics committee study in respect to the Canadian 
Broadcasting Corporation to be, if I might summarize, null and void. 
In the alternative, he asked you to direct that the study be suspended 
for the time being. 


From the outset, the core of my arguments will be that the request 
from the hon. member is premature. It is well established in the 
House that our committees are “masters of their own proceedings”. 
Following from that premise is the equally well established principle 
that the Speaker does not ordinarily intervene in committee 
proceedings. 


The hon. member for Windsor—Tecumseh referred to page 1048 
of O'Brien and Bosc which refers to committees’ as having the 
freedom to organize their work as they see fit and that these 
freedoms are not total or absolute. While I would agree that in 
certain situations the Speaker ought to intervene, the member did not 
present any argument that would meet that standard in this particular 
case. 


That standard of intervening in the absence of the committee 
report might be gleaned, for instance, from the decision of Mr. 
Speaker Parent on November 7, 1996, at page 6225 of Debates. In 
that decision, a bona fide substitute member had sought to give 
notice of a motion at a committee meeting but had been ruled out of 
order because he was not a regular member of the committee. When 
satisfaction could not be reached at committee, a point of order was 
raised in the House. The Chair found that there was an evident 
breach of the Standing Orders in respect of the rights of substitute 
members. 


It might also be worth noting that Mr. Parent's self-styled 
clarification and “statement” was made when the Standing Orders 
respecting associate membership in standing committees were only a 
couple of years old, so it was as much an effort to add clarity to what 
was then a relatively novel area of the House procedures than it was 
a decision to set aside a committee's place as the master of its own 
proceedings. 


The bulk of the arguments made in the point of order centred on a 
letter from the Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel, Robert Walsh, 
to the hon. member for Timmins—James Bay. While that letter 
delves into the sub judice convention, it largely speaks to questions 
of law about potential consequences of hypothetical scenarios that 
are not presently before us. 


I would note that page four of Mr. Walsh's letter observes that: 


Subject to my comments in response to your 4th point below, if the documents are 
considered by ETHI at in camera meetings, the sub judice convention would not be 
offended. 
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In his arguments, the hon. member for Windsor —Tecumseh 


premised much of his concern around the notion that the ethics 
committee would not be successful in keeping its proceedings in 
camera. I would like to give all hon. members from all parties on the 
ethics committee more credit than that. 


The NDP House leader cited a ruling by Mr. Speaker Fraser on 
March 26, 1990, which is found at pages 9756-58 of Debates and he 
quoted from part of it. I would also quote the following passage from 
that ruling: 


If I am cautious in not acting now it is simply because the Chair does not 
supervise the standing committee chairmen. That function belongs to the members of 
each committee and they have obvious avenues to pursue other than invoking 
privilege in the House. 


With respect to the facts of this particular case, the ethics 
committee, acting as master of its own proceedings, has passed a 
motion seeking production of certain documents from the Canadian 
Broadcasting Corporation further to a study it has commenced in 
relation to access to information. 


I understand that the CBC has complied in part with the 
committee's motion. Whether the CBC's response is satisfactory to 
the committee will be a matter for the committee to decide, again, 
acting as the master of its own proceedings. 


Committees of the House possess the power to send for papers 
and records but they do not have the power to enforce an order for 
production. 


Paragraph 848(2) of the sixth edition of Beauchesne's Parlia- 
mentary Rules and Forms tidily articulates the process here: 


The procedure for obtaining papers is for the committee to adopt a motion 
ordering the required person or organization to produce them. If this Order is not 
complied with, the committee may report the matter to the House, stating its 
difficulties in obtaining the requested documents. It is then for the House to decide 
what action is to be taken. 


@ (1010) 


I will revert briefly to my comment a moment ago about the ethics 
committee's place to decide whether the CBC's production, a 
voluntary response, I would add, is satisfactory to the committee. 


Should the committee decide that the documents do not 
sufficiently answer the request, it can make a decision to report 
these facts to the House or it could decide just to move on and drop 
it. That would be yet another instance of the committee acting as 
master of its own proceedings. 


I do not mention all these incidents of the committee acting as 
master of its own proceedings just for the sake of being repetitive. It 
is actually key to the point that I want to make. 


Should the situation with respect to the ethics committee's motion 
for production of documents not be resolved to the committee's 
satisfaction through the corporation's productions to date, the only 
way to, for lack of a better word, escalate the matter further is 
through a report to be tabled to this House. To put it another way: in 
the absence of a report from the committee, there would effectively 
be a continuation of the status quo. 


A report advising of the refusal to honour an order of the 
committee, a contempt, in other words, would undoubtedly be 
accompanied by submissions to you, Mr. Speaker, seeking a finding 


of a prima facie contempt of Parliament and for permission to move 
an appropriate motion. 


Alternatively, someone opposed to the proceeding might then 
challenge the committee report and the acceptability of a 
concurrence motion tabled in the ordinary course. 


Therefore, I would submit that the appropriate time to be raising 
points about the proceedings of the ethics committee and how they 
may intersect with the sub judice convention would be at that time, 
that is to say, after any report from the ethics committee is presented. 


Accordingly, I would defer making further submissions on behalf 
of the government respecting the sub judice convention and how it 
would and would not apply in the circumstances until a report from 
the ethics committee is presented on the circumstances, if one is even 
forthcoming. 


To reiterate my earlier line of argument, such a report coming 
forward would be, I suggest, a matter for the ethics committee to 
decide acting as the master of its own proceedings. Whether a report 
will or will not be presented is not for me to say. After all, it could be 
possible, again, for the committee to find itself satisfied with the 
voluntary disclosures provided by the CBC in response to the 
motion. 


The comments of your immediate predecessor, Mr. Speaker 
Milliken, in his March 14, 2008, ruling, at page 4181 of Debates, 
might offer some perspective here: 


The hon. Parliamentary Secretary goes on to caution against presuming on the 
direction that the committee’s study might take and jumping to conclusions about the 
nature of any report it might present. 


I must acknowledge the validity of that argument. 


There is one additional thought I would like to add from the 1990 
decision of Mr. Speaker Fraser, which both the official opposition 
House leader and I quoted. The passage I cited earlier made 
reference to the committee as the most appropriate venue respecting 
proceedings in committees. 


Later in his ruling, Mr. Speaker Fraser added: 


I remind hon. members that endless points of privilege on what goes on in 
committee, when they fall short of that extreme situation where a Speaker might have 
to intervene, take up a great deal of time in this House. 


That point is instructive in that it should put a caution on the NDP 
House leader's invitation to the Chair to find such an “extreme 
situation” here. 


In the circumstances, for the reasons I have just outlined, this 
argument is premature because the Chair could have more relevant 
timing down the road to entertain these issues if and when this matter 
evolves through a report from the ethics committee. 


To borrow from a common cliché, the toothpaste is not out of the 
tube here yet, Mr. Speaker. 


To intervene at this stage would, I suggest, move the so-called line 
to eliminate what are the extraordinary circumstances when 
committees may not be masters of their own proceedings and, in 
turn, possibly lead to a series of other points of order striving to seek 
greater definition to where that line lies, in future cases, where the 
majority of a committee disagrees with the studies chosen by the 
majority for a standing committee's focus. 


November 15, 2011 


Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I would conclude by asking that you find 
the point of order raised by the hon. member for Windsor — 
Tecumseh is not well taken. Given that the chair of the ethics 
committee has cancelled meetings on this matter until such time as 
you give a ruling, I would ask that you come back to the House at 
your earliest opportunity so that the ethics committee may take up 
consideration of the documents submitted by the Canadian Broad- 
casting Corporation. 


However, should the Chair wish to make a ruling on the 
applicability of the sub judice convention in the current circum- 
stances and prior to the House receiving any report from the ethics 
committee on point, I would ask for you to indulge me or one of my 
colleagues in the government an opportunity to make further 
submissions on those aspects. 


@ (1015) 


The Speaker: I thank the hon. government House leader for his 
comments on the issue currently before the Chair. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 


KEEPING CANADA'S ECONOMY AND JOBS GROWING 
ACT 


The House proceeded to the consideration of Bill C-13, An Act to 
implement certain provisions of the 2011 budget as updated on June 
6, 2011 and other measures, as reported (without amendment) from 
the committee. 


[English] 
SPEAKER'S RULING 


The Speaker: There are four motions in amendment standing on 
the notice paper for the report stage of Bill C-13. The motions will 
be grouped for debate as follows: Group No. 1, Motion No. 1; Group 
No. 2, Motions Nos. 2 to 4. 


[Translation] 


The voting patterns for the motions within each group are 
available at the table. The Chair will remind the House of each 
pattern at the time of voting. 


MOTIONS IN AMENDMENT 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP) moved: 
That Bill C-13 be amended by deleting Clause 162. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I rise today to address the issue of 
amendments to Bill C-13. 


It must be said that, by proposing an amendment today to 
eliminate clause 162, we want to hold the government to the promise 
it made during the last election. 


As hon. members know, in the May 2011 election, the government 
made a number of promises. Then, the Canadian public saw the 
government break its promises on a number of occasions. Here, on 
this side of the House, we think it is important for the government to 
keep the promises it made to the Canadian public. That is why we 
made this first amendment to Bill C-13. 
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What does clause 162 contain? As my colleagues know, this 
provision establishes a Canadian securities transition office. In fact, 
it ensures that the funding is granted to the securities transition office 
to begin its operations. 


Given that the government promised exactly the opposite during 
the last election, it is our responsibility as the official opposition to 
remind the government what it clearly told the public prior to the 
May 2 election. I would like to quote the promise that the 
Conservatives made in their election platform—the same platform 
where they said that they would be moderate, that they would take 
care of the economy and that they would create jobs. They then 
broke every one of these promises. 


In its election platform, the Conservative Party said the following 
about the establishment of a Canadian securities transition office: 
“We will not proceed unless the Supreme Court rules that this matter 
is within our jurisdiction.” 


This was a very clear election promise. The government said that 
it did not want to proceed and that it would not proceed because it 


_ had to wait for the Supreme Court of Canada to rule on this issue. 


As the hon. members know, a number of provinces reacted to the 
government's desire to impose something on the provinces that 
comes under provincial jurisdiction. And this reaction comes not 
only from the Quebec nation, but also from the majority of Canadian 
provinces, which said that this comes under their jurisdiction and 
that it should go no further. 


The Conservative Party, when campaigning to become the federal 
government, clearly said that it would go no further with this plan. 
Now what is happening? This brick of a bill, which was drafted after 
the election, states the opposite: the Conservative government is 
ready to move forward, no matter how Quebec feels about it, no 
matter how the majority of Canadian provinces feel about it and no 
matter what promises it made to the Canadian people. It wants to go 
ahead. It wants to impose this transition office and it wants taxpayers 
across the country, from coast to coast, to pay for it. 


The government made clear, unambiguous promises, saying that it 
would not go ahead with the plan. The Canadian people voted: 62% 
of Canadians said that they did not believe the Conservatives, and a 
tiny minority, 38% of Canadians, voted for the Conservative Party. 


Despite these promises, the Conservative government wants to use 
this bill to go ahead with the plan. So today we want this clause to be 
withdrawn. 


© (1020) 


It is a bit odd that the official opposition, the 102 NDP members, 
has to force the government to keep its word. Normally, ethically 
speaking, when a political party runs in an election, it has to keep its 
word. Since the government very clearly told Canadians that it 
would not proceed with this, it should show them a little respect and 
honour the promise that it made, specifically, that it would not 
proceed with this and that it would allow the Supreme Court to rule 
on this matter and decide whether this falls under federal jurisdiction. 
The government did not do that. 
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It decided to impose this brick of a bill, which contains some 
things that we support, such as the tax credit for volunteer 
firefighters. We support certain parts of this bill. We will be talking 
more about them later today and over the next few days. There are 
other things that we do not support, such as clause 162, which 
creates a glaring contradiction between the Conservative Party 
promises and the reality of the Conservative government, which is 
not keeping its word. That is why we are proposing that the clause be 
deleted. 


The report stage is an important one. Even the Conservative 
members would have to agree with me on that. During the last 
election, they campaigned on that very claim—that they would not 
go ahead with this. Since they promised not to act on this, why put 
these clauses in Bill C-13, clauses that go against what they 
promised in the last election campaign? 


When we talk about Bill C-13 and those aspects that go against 
the Conservative government's promises, it becomes clear that the 
government was so concerned about ways to break its promises and 
to play shell games—on so many levels—that serve the Con- 
servative Party, it forgot that its responsibility is the Canadian 
economy. We can see this in the numbers that have been released 
over the past few weeks regarding job losses. Canada lost 62,000 
full-time jobs in October. That works out to just over 2,000 jobs a 
day, roughly. Every day in October, the Conservative government 
lost over 2,000 jobs. 


At that rate, it being November 15, we may have lost another 
30,000 jobs in the first half of the month alone, but we will not get 
the figures until the end of the month. We do not know because the 
figures the Conservatives bring to this House are inaccurate and do 
not reflect the reality on the street in terms of job losses. Those could 
have been avoided if this Bill C-13 had done what we proposed. It 
could have included investments for job creation, to help the middle 
class and the poorest Canadian families. If this government had 
taken action, we would not have lost so many jobs in October and 
we would not be in the process of losing even more in November. 


Instead of taking action to create employment, which we still 
advocate, the government inserted clauses like clause 162 and 
thereby broke the solemn promises it made to the Canadian public 
during the last election campaign. For that reason, we want to get rid 
of clause 162. 


@ (1025) 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague, who is 
new to the Standing Committee on Finance, for his remarks. I would 
like to start by saying that everything he just said is not true. He 
repeated two or three times that, in the Conservative platform, we 
promised to proceed with the permission and pursuant to the 
decision of the Supreme Court of Canada. The Supreme Court is 
currently studying the matter mentioned by my colleague and we are 
waiting for its decision. The Conservatives continue to keep their 
promises and protect Canadians. I wonder if the true intent of my 
colleague and his party is to prevent the problems with the securities 
system from being resolved. 


Why is he not willing to protect Canadians who are negatively 
affected by the absence of such an office? 


Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague from the 
Standing Committee on Finance for her question. She hurt my 
feelings somewhat when she said that we were not telling the truth. 


I will have to quote from the Conservative platform. Unfortu- 
nately, we often see—I am speaking in general terms and not about 
the member in particular—that the Conservatives in the House do 
not do their homework and do not read the bills. It seems that they 
did not even read their election platform. 


To help them out in this debate, I will refer to the Conservative 
election platform, which states, on page 20 of the English version: 
“We will not proceed unless the Supreme Court rules that this matter 
is within our jurisdiction.” In the French version, the quote is found 
on page 23. The Conservative platform could not be any clearer. 
What surprises me is that the Conservative candidates did not read 
their election platform. 


@ (1030) 


Mr. Jonathan Tremblay (Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute- 
Côte-Nord, NDP): Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague from 
Burnaby—New Westminster for his eloquent and fact-filled speech. 
We can continue to talk about fact and fiction. Last week I heard our 
Prime Minister say on CBC radio that job losses in Canada were a 
direct result of the economic situation in Europe. I would like to hear 
what my colleague has to say about that. 


Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague from 
Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute-Cote-Nord. He does a very 
good job in the House, which I admire a lot. He has done a lot of 
work, even though he has only been in the House for a few months. 
He does an excellent job. I wanted to make sure that I complimented 
him. 


Canada has seen massive job losses. We cannot deny that. October 
was a Catastrophic month for Canadian families. We lost 62,000 full- 
time jobs because of this government, which does not even want to 
take action. The Conservatives are so caught up in talking up 
Conservative policies that they did not even notice the job losses and 
the fact that the Canadian public is suffering because of the 
government's inaction. 


We must recognize that we are influenced by global trends. We 
cannot deny that. However, the reality is that this government and its 
inaction have created a climate that, in October alone, led to the loss 
of tens of thousands of jobs across the country. 


I must point out that, since May 2008, the Conservative 
government has created only 200,000 jobs, while the labour force 
in Canada increased by 450,000 job seekers. This means that we 
need a quarter of a million jobs just to maintain a stable job market in 
Canada. 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Madam Speaker, it is an honour and a pleasure 
for me to rise to support Bill C-13. 


[English] 


This is a wonderful opportunity for me to speak to Bill C-13, the 
keeping Canada's economy and jobs growing act. I was happy to 
support the bill when it was referred to the finance committee for 
study earlier this month and I am pleased to speak to it once again. 
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Our government has introduced the next phase of our economic 
action plan, which keeps us on track to return to balanced budgets in 
the medium term. 


This legislation builds on the success of our stimulus plan by 
creating the right conditions for business to create jobs and grow our 
economy through low taxes and a clear plan for sustainable 
economic prosperity. 


As we know, these are troubled financial times. Mark Carney, the 
Bank of Canada governor and newly appointed chairman of the 
Financial Stability Board, warns us that Europe is headed for a 
second recession. Sovereign debt and the undercapitalization of 
European banks threaten economic stability. 


While Canada's strong regulation and prudent fiscal policy keep 
us strong in the face of crisis, we are not an island. We are not 
immune. Global events demand sound decision-making to be certain 
that we do not succumb to the mistakes of others. 


The best way to ensure that our economy remains productive is 
with a fair, efficient and competitive tax system. 


Lower taxes support Canadian business by providing entrepre- 
neurs with the freedom to grow. Reductions in corporate taxes 
increase incentives for firms to invest in new equipment, undertake 
innovative research and create high-quality jobs. That is why I am 
pleased to support Bill C-13, because it gives employer: the 
advantage they need to keep our economy strong. 


I am proud that this ion continues to build on the success of 
Canada's economic action plan, especially through the support it 
provides for small business. 


Local enterprise is the engine of our economy, creating 
opportunity not just for owners, but for those that they employ. 


The government agrees with the Canadian Federation of 
Independent Business when it says that small businesses are 
indispensable in their role as job creators and innovators all across 
Canada. 


To hedge against resurgence and global economic uncertainty, it is 
important that small businesses are able to hire new workers so they 
can take advantage of emerging opportunities. 


That is just one reason Bill C-13 includes a temporary, one-time 
hiring credit for small business which provides up to $1,000 against 
an employer's increase in its 2011 employment insurance premiums 
over those paid in 2010. This temporary credit will be available to 
approximately 525,000 employers, reducing their 2011 payroll costs 
by about $165 million. 


Again, I would like to quote the Canadian Federation of 
Independent Business which told us: 
This credit will be a major help to small firms in growing their workforce.... This 
credit will exempt some small employers from having to pay premiums on an 
increase in their payroll in 2011 over 2010 levels. As an example, this credit will 


allow a [new] firm with less than $413,000 in payroll to create one new $40,000 per 
year job without paying any EI on that new position. 


These businesses may be small but their impact on the Canadian 
economy is anything but. They represent almost half of Canada's 
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economic output, and we are grateful for their resilience in 
supporting our economic recovery. 


Our government's support for the job-creating power of business 
extends beyond main street to a growing number of international 
markets. 


Canadian business owners need the ability to compete not just 
next door, but with partners all around the world. We are opening 
these markets through an ambitious trade agenda, including mutually 
beneficial deals with the European Union and India. 


To maximize the benefits of these agreements, we are improving 
our trade policies and regulations. 


By simplifying and streamlining the Customs Tariff Act, we are 
lowering the administrative burden for business and government. 
Less red tape will result in lower customs processing costs for 
Canadian businesses, ensuring that they are more competitive both at 
home and in the global marketplace. Our government understands 
that Canada is a trading nation. This measure recognizes the 
importance of remaining globally competitive in order to sustain a 
fragile economic recovery. 


@ (1035) 


While we have made great strides in improving our open and 
efficient trading system, we know that global competitiveness 
demands highly skilled workers. That is why the keeping Canada's 
economy and jobs growing act invests in education and training by 
making occupational, trade and professional examination fees 
eligible for the tuition tax credits. It is estimated that more than 
30,000 individuals will benefit each year from this measure. This 
includes foreign trained workers who are often required to complete 
additional examinations in order to obtain their professional status 
here in Canada. 


This tax relief builds on the support provided to apprentices 
through the apprenticeship incentive grant provided in budget 2006, 
and the apprenticeship completion grant, which was introduced in 
budget 2009. | 


Furthermore, this legislation makes important enhancements to the 
Canada student loans program to ensure that large numbers of full- 
and part-time students have access to financial assistance. We are 
expanding eligibility for Canada student loans and grants by 
allowing students to earn more money without impacting their 
loans, allowing part-time students to have ‘higher family income 
without affecting their eligibility for support, and reducing the in- 
study interest rate for part-time students to 0%. These measures will 
save part-time students approximately $5.6 million per year, making 
part-time study more affordable for more Canadians. Not only that, 
they will ensure that Canada's workforce remains highly skilled and 
internationally competitive, helping to lay the foundation for 
sustainable economic growth. 
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In keeping with our investments to strengthen our global 
competitiveness in uncertain economic times, this legislation offers 
targeted tax reductions to further encourage business to drive our 
economy forward. We are expanding tax support for clean energy 
generation to encourage green investments. We know that clean 
energy technology and innovation are essential to realizing economic 
opportunities, creating employment and enhancing the Canadian 
economic advantage. 


We are extending the mineral exploration tax credit for flow- 
through share investors by one year to support Canada's mining 
sector. We understand the importance of promoting the exploration 
and development of Canada's rich mineral resources. 


We are extending the accelerated capital cost allowance treatment 
for investments in manufacturing and processing equipment for two 
years. We realize that our manufacturing sector needs our support, 
now more than ever, in adapting to the demands of the recovery. 


As recent world events demonstrate, there remains considerable 
risk and uncertainty in the global economy and too many Canadians 
remain out of work. For these reasons, the government is building on 
the achievements of Canada's economic action plan with Bill C-13, 
designed to secure the recovery, create jobs and preserve Canada's 
fiscal advantage. 


The government knows that this is the right action to take. I urge 
members of the House, and all Canadians, to remember that the 
alternative, which is the NDP's massive tax hikes, would kill jobs, 
stall our recovery and set Canadian families back. 


I will take a moment to address something that my colleague said 
earlier, something that was misleading to Canadians. When it comes 
to this Conservative government, we have made a promise to make 
sure that jobs are protected. We have made a promise to protect 
Canadians and we have said that, to protect Canadians, an office for 
a securities regulator is important to prevent things like the Earl 
Jones tragedy in Quebec. I would implore the Quebec MPs on that 
side of the House, who were elected by Quebeckers who want this to 
happen, to support that decision, if that in fact is the decision of the 
Supreme Court of Canada, to allow the jurisdiction to be recognized 
by the Government of Canada. 


(1040) 


[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, earlier, my colleague pointed out one contradiction 
in the Conservative budget, and I would like to point out a second. 
Lately, we have talked a lot about public safety. Just last week, in my 
riding office, I met with RCMP officers who are involved in a border 
pilot project. My riding borders the United States. 


We are talking about creating jobs that, among other things, 
enhance public safety. My riding has been concerned about the 
closure of the Franklin border crossing for several months, if not 
years, now. The RCMP officer said that the closure of the border 
crossing is having a negative impact on the RCMP's police 
operations. There is also a portion of the riding that is not covered 
at all by the RCMP. As a result, contraband is on the rise and 
organized crime has moved into the area. Not only have jobs been 


lost, but violence is increasing and there is a lack of security in this 
area. 


What can the members opposite say to defend themselves? They 
talk about how good the budget is but they are doing nothing at all 
for the people in my riding. 


Mrs. Shelly Glover: Madam Speaker, I would like to thank the 
hon. member for her question. She is new here in the House of 
Commons. Those of us on the government side of the House 
recognize that police across the country truly trust our Conservative 
government. How do we know this? Because we have introduced a 
number of bills. For years, we have been introducing bills that aim to 
give police officers new tools and that also aim to help them do their 
work of protecting Canadians. Each time we have introduced a bill 
to protect Canadians and help the police, the NDP has voted against 
our measures. 


I recognize—and I invite Canadians to recognize this as well— 
that there are Conservative members here, in the House of 
Commons, who are police officers. Eleven members of the 
Conservative caucus are police officers. They are here to provide 
information so that we can introduce bills that will help the police. 
The NDP has no police officers in its ranks. We will not be taking 
lessons from the NDP. We will listen to the police officers across 
Canada and those in our caucus. 


@ (1045) 


The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Marc-Aurèle-Fortin 
for a quick question. | 


Mr. Alain Giguère (Marc-Aurèle-Fortin, NDP): Madam Speak- 
er, it is clear, once again, that the hon. member for Saint Boniface is 
living in la-la land. She does not understand the Canadian economy. 
She is essentially talking to us about things that do not exist. She is 
talking about job creation, but since 2008, fewer than 200,000 jobs 
have been created in Canada. We are no longer creating 650,000 
jobs. From the moment the recession began, we can say that not even 
200,000 jobs have been created and many of those are part time. 
When we talk about unemployment and underemployment, we are 
talking about 1.8 million Canadians. When we talk about employ- 
ment, at some point, someone has to “deliver the goods”. 


You are not “delivering the goods”. You and your budgets are 
causing unemployment. 


The Deputy Speaker: I would remind hon. members that they 
have to address their comments through the Chair. 


Mrs. Shelly Glover: Madam Speaker, I am a bit shocked by the 
reaction of the hon. member opposite. I can assure you he does not 
react that way in committee. I hope this was a momentary lapse. I 
hope it will not happen again in this House of Commons. 


When we talk about the economy and the jobs that have been 
created, we have to look at the facts: since July 2009, 600,000 net 
new jobs have been created in our economy. Why? Because our 
government has created an environment that supports businesses and 
employers in Canada. 
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What does the NDP want to do? It wants to increase taxes on 
businesses across the board, which represents $10 billion. It wants to 
double Canadian pensions, which will again affect our businesses 
with taxes that will be much higher, perhaps 70%, as the CFIB, the 
Canadian Federation of Independent Business, has said. 


Let us talk about what the hon. member said. He said we did not 
have full-time jobs, but 90% of the jobs are full time. 


[English] 
Mr. Massimo Pacetti (Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel, Lib.): 


Madam Speaker, it is my pleasure today to speak to Bill C-13, the 
budget implementation bill. 


Traditionally, in this House, budget implementation bills are 
introduced to legislatively implement budget initiatives and, at times, 
include some of the failures of past budgets. Usually they are only 
technical failures, nothing major, but that is why we end up with 
these 600-page documents that contain everything but the kitchen 
sink. However, I think that is normal. 


Usually there are two budget implementations a year and after 
seven budgets that would be about 14 budget implementation bills. 
However, the government, to date, is not willing to concede that 
amendments are an acceptable way in which Parliament can do 
business. The finance minister, even before appearing at committee, 
made statements saying that there would be no changes, no 
amendments, the budget bill would go ahead with what is in it. 


The finance committee, usually responsible for reviewing the bill, 
hears from witnesses both good and bad things, and members decide 
whether a budget bill requires an amendment. They weigh the 
positives and negatives. Often there are discussions between 
government and opposition members and there would be some 
agreement that changes need to be made. However, once we come 
into the House and the proposed amendments are put forward, we 
see that government members no longer want to make any 
amendments. I think that is very sad because we just saw one 
particular amendment which I think is very positive. 


[ Translation] 


With this bill, once again, the Conservatives are deliberately 
excluding low-income Canadians. Ever since the budget was tabled 
in May, the Liberal Party has been asking for certain amendments. 
The Conservatives are proposing measures like the family caregiver 
tax credit, the volunteer firefighters tax credit and the children's arts 
tax credit. How can low-income families and individuals benefit 
from a non-refundable tax credit when, quite often, they do not have 
enough income to be taxed? Why did the Conservatives decide to 
exclude the most vulnerable among us, at a time when the economy 
is SO precarious? 


The current economic situation is not the same as it was a few 
years ago or even a few months ago. I do not understand why this 
government will not be a little more flexible and make these tax 
credits refundable. For instance, if someone leaves their job to care 
for a loved one at home, how can they benefit from a tax credit when 
they no longer have an income? If they have left their job, it means 
they no longer have an income. That is just one example, among 
many others, of how these proposed measures will not benefit those 
who need them most. If someone is not working full time and does 


COMMONS DEBATES 


3067 


Government Orders 


not earn enough money to be taxed, how can they benefit from these 
tax credits? 


Some members from western and eastern Canada have many 
volunteer firefighters in their ridings, especially in rural areas where 
most firefighters are volunteers. Some of them are retired. 


@ (1050) 


[English] 


While I was on the finance committee, many volunteer firefighters 
came before it. They said that they became volunteer firefighters to 
contribute to their community. It was not for pay because they were 
not getting paid. They spent time in training and ensuring that 
everything was functional in case there would be a fire. All they 
wanted was a credit to put back in their pockets a little bit of the 
money that they spent getting to the fire station and on these 
inspections. 


Here we have a great initiative that the government introduced. 
Some of these volunteer firemen have given up their time, they may 
be retired or low income, but we cannot even get money back in their 
pockets to pay them for some of the gas expenses they incurred in 
getting to do their volunteer work. It would be appropriate for the 
government to reconsider and make these credits refundable instead 
of non-refundable. However, again, the Conservatives are playing 
politics. 


[Translation] 


They have decided to play petty politics by not making these tax 
credits refundable, which would enable low-income Canadians to 
benefit as well, as we have suggested a number of times. This shows 
once again that the Conservative government is ignoring Canadians 
in need. 


The Liberal Party would like to work with the government to 
improve this bill. However, it realizes that the Conservatives never 
listen to the advice of this House or the Canadian public in general. 
This government must start tackling the problems faced by 
Canadians rather than trying to pit the people against one another. 
A responsible government would not choose the winners and the 
losers, as it is currently doing. It would not choose to ignore a large 
part of the population. It would not choose ideology over facts and 
reason. 


[English] 


There are some good measures in the budget such as the mining 
and exploration tax credit. However, it has only been extended for 
one year and it is temporary. Therefore, mining companies that need 
to make decisions over a five to ten year period are not sure how 
long they can rely on this tax credit. 


3068 


COMMONS DEBATES 


November 15, 2011 


Government Orders 


There is the extension of the accelerated capital cost allowance. It 
is a great initiative and something that has been done for the last 
couple of years. However, the government has extended it for only 
two years. The productivity of companies in Canada is one of the 
lowest in the world because they cannot plan for the future. As a 
member of the finance committee for many years, we kept hearing 
that companies not only need the accelerated capital cost allowance 
but also need to know how long it will be effective for because if 
they are to invest in capital equipment, the investment into this heavy 
equipment would take a period of five to ten years to pay off. 
Therefore, it is a good initiative but not good on the follow through. 


We talked about the amendment from the NDP. It no longer wants 
to authorize or provide the government with the $30-odd million for 
a transitionary office for the national securities regulator. All 
members in the House agreed to wait for the Supreme Court ruling. 
Instead, the government decided to give $33-odd million to a 
transitory office rather than wait for the ruling from the Supreme 
Court on whether the national securities regulator will be accepted or 


not. We are throwing away money, which we could use for other © 


purposes, on friends of the Prime Minister, when all these 
professionals are sitting there waiting for a ruling from the Supreme 
Court. 


There is the hiring credit for small businesses. On the one hand, 
the government is increasing EI premiums. If we add that up over the 
next year, it will be bringing over $1 billion into the government 
coffers and over the next couple of years it will be in the billions of 
dollars. Meanwhile, it is providing credits worth $135 million to 
small businesses if they hire an extra person. However, to get this 
credit they can only hire an extra person if they have less than 10 
people whereas the majority of small and medium-size businesses 
have more than 10 employees. Therefore, this credit will only be 
made available to a small portion of employers. 


Another problem is that the credit is only worth $1,000 and 
businesses can only apply for the credit at the end of the year, after 
they have paid the increased ET premiums on a monthly basis. I find 
that unacceptable. 


Again, we are looking to see if the government is willing to accept 
some amendments and increase the hiring tax credit for small 
businesses to include some medium-size businesses that have 
between 20 to 50 employees. 


I will end here with the gas tax which was introduced by the 
previous Liberal government. It was based on a percentage of the 
GST. Again, the government is capping it instead of putting a 
minimum. If the amount of the GST collected increases, why would 
the municipalities not be entitled to receive their fair share? We do 
not understand why there should be a ceiling instead of it continuing 
to be a percentage of the gas tax collected. 


I look forward to any questions. 


@ (1055) 


Mr. Corneliu Chisu (Pickering—Scarborough East, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, first I will take this opportunity to thank my 
constituents in Pickering—Scarborough East for the trust bestowed 
on me to represent them here in the House. 


The particularity of this riding is that it encompasses two cities 
united by diversity and the 416 and 905 phone codes. One is the 
largest in Canada, Toronto, and the other, the city of Pickering, is 
much smaller. 


Dividing and at the same time uniting the communities in my 
riding is the magnificent Rouge River, with its unique park 
containing unique biodiversity, such as the remnants of the 
Carolinian boreal forest. The Rouge Park will soon become the first 
urban national park in North America with 20% of the Canadian 
population in its immediate proximity. 


My riding also has the Pickering nuclear power plant and several 
strongly research-oriented establishments such as the University of 
Toronto Scarborough Campus, Centennial College and companies 
such as Purdue Pharmaceuticals and others on the high technology 
end. 


Certainly we need more in the future. In this context, I am 
delighted on behalf of my constituents to speak in support of Bill 
C-13. The bill provides the means to continue the recovery and the 
stability phase of our economy in these complicated world 
circumstances. It is very important for my constituents in 
Pickering—Scarborough East. Availability of jobs, economic 
stability and growth are important for the families in my riding. 


Our responsible Conservative government continues to be focused 
on what matters to Canadians: creating jobs and promoting 
economic stability and growth. Canada is recognized to have the 
strongest job growth record in the G7, with nearly 600,000 net new 
jobs created since July 2009, and the International Monetary Fund 
projects that we will have among the strongest economic growth in 
the G7 over the next two years. However, we are not immune to 
global economic turbulence. That is why we need to stay the course 
and implement the next phase of Canada's economic action plan. 


Bill C-13 supports Canada's economic recovery and outlines a 
vision for the future by proposing action on the following pillars of 
good governance and stability: promoting job creation and economic 
growth, supporting communities, helping families, investing in 
education and training and respecting taxpayers. 


To promote job creation and economic growth, the bill would 
provide a temporary hiring credit for small business to encourage 
additional hiring, expand tax support for clean energy generation to 
encourage green investments, extend the mineral exploration tax 
credit for flow-through share investors by one year to support 
Canada's mining sector, simplify customs tariffs in order to facilitate 
trade and lower the administrative burden for businesses, extend the 
accelerated capital cost allowance treatment for investments in 
manufacturing and processing machinery and equipment for two 
years to support the manufacturing and processing sector and 
eliminate the mandatory retirement age for federally regulated 
employees in order to give older workers wishing to work the option 
of remaining in the workforce. 
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Being an engineer with extensive Canadian and international 
experience in both public and private service, I know well that the 
creation of a safe, secure and inviting environment for business is 
paramount for economic development. 


To support communities, the bill would legislate permanent gas 
tax funding for municipalities, putting into law the permanent annual 
investment of $2 billion in gas tax funding for cities and towns to 
support infrastructure priorities. 


This provision is of utmost importance for our infrastructure. It 
provides for payments to be made to provinces, territories, 
municipalities, first nations and other entities for municipal 
infrastructure improvements on a continuous basis, and it is 
predictable. 


The bill would enhance the wage earner protection program to 
cover more workers affected by employer bankruptcy or receiver- 
ship. 


It would increase the ability of Canadians to give more 
confidently to legitimate charities by introducing a package of 
integrity measures designed to help combat fraud and other forms of 
abuse. 


To help families, the bill introduces a new family caregiver tax 
credit to assist caregivers of all types of infirm dependent relatives. It 
would remove the limit on the amount of eligible expenses 
caregivers can claim under the medical expense tax credit in respect 
of financially dependent relatives. It introduces a new children's arts 
tax credit for programs associated with children's artistic, cultural, 
recreational and developmental activities. 


© (1100) 


It introduces a volunteer firefighters tax credit to allow eligible 
volunteer firefighters to claim 15% of non-refundable tax credits 
based on an amount of $3,000. 


To invest in education and training, the bill would forgive loans 
for new doctors and nurses in underserved rural and remote areas. It 
would help apprentices in the skilled trades and workers in regulated 
professions by making operational, trade and professional examina- 
tion fees eligible for the tuition tax credit. As a member of the 
regulated profession of engineering myself, I know the cost of 
annual fees and certification examinations. 


I take this opportunity to cite some of the remarks from my 
professional bodies. 


Engineers Canada states: 


Making professional examination fees eligible for the Tuition Tax Credit... 
demonstrates a real commitment to fostering the highly-skilled and qualified talent 
the country needs to compete.... 


It further states: 


It will help in the pursuit of a strong, diverse, and modern economy. 


Polytechnics Canada says that it: 


...welcomes the 2011 federal budget for its recognition of the role our members 
play in advancing innovation through applied research and commercialization 
activities. 


It further states: 
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These budget measures demonstrate ways to use existing programs with modest 
new investment to encourage Canadian SMEs to generate smart, long-lasting jobs. 


The bill would improve federal financial assistance for students. It 
would make it easier to allocate registered education savings plan 
assets among siblings without incurring tax penalties or forfeiting 
Canada education savings grants. 


Finally, the bill respects taxpayers. It would phase out the direct 
subsidy of political parties. It would close numerous tax loopholes 
that allow a few businesses and individuals to avoid paying their fair 
share of tax. My constituents especially like this provision. 


In conclusion, I encourage my colleagues from the opposition to 
support this bill. It is good for our country in our common quest to 
keep Canada as the best place in the world to live. 


© (1105) 


[Translation] 


Mr. Dany Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, this fall I met with other mayors in my riding, including 
the mayor of Sainte-Rose-du-Nord, who spoke to me about a 
problem in his municipality: the lack of federal investment in 
infrastructure for small municipalities. The needs of this munici- 
pality are great. 


This mayor talked about the problem of his municipality's waste 
water which, at present, is dumped into the fjord—into the Saguenay 
marine park. The marine park is a federal organization that protects 
these waters. The mayor asked me to voice his concerns in Ottawa 
and to ask the federal government to invest in infrastructure for his 
municipality. I was disappointed to find that this bill does not 
provide for infrastructure investments. We know that the govern- 
ment's borrowing costs are at a historic low. This is an opportune 
time to invest in small municipalities that have major infrastructure 
needs. 


Will the government finally invest in infrastructure for small 
municipalities? 


[English] 


Mr. Corneliu Chisu: Madam Speaker, it is an excellent question. 


We would make the tax credit for the gas fund permanent so that 
municipalities can plan for their priorities. The provinces are also 
involved. Basically, the federal government would provide the 
funding but would not manage the projects. It is up to the 
municipalities to ask for the projects and to see what their priorities 
are. 


I understand that the infrastructure problem is a great problem. 
However, this $2 billion has been allocated; before, it was nothing, 
so it is still great progress. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jonathan Tremblay (Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute- 
Côte-Nord, NDP): Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague. To begin, 
I heard a comment earlier that I did not think was very fair. I am also 
new in the House and I was fortunate enough not to be caught up in 
corruption. I think that is something that works in our favour. 
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In the Haute-Côte-Nord region, in my riding, the unemployment 
rate is over 10%. Measures were cut, but there was nothing to make 
up for the cuts. What is being done for the silviculture, forestry and 
fishery industries? What is being done to take into account the 
realities in the regions? Not much. 


If the government wants to give power to the regions, it will have 
to work with them, because right now, that is not one of its strengths. 
There is also talk of the oil pipeline right now. There were refinery 
closures in Quebec. It would be nice to keep jobs here. I have to 
wonder where the Conservative Party's interests are. I get the 
impression that they are in the pockets of their party supporters. 


Mr. Corneliu Chisu: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for 
his question. I will answer in English. 


[English] 


This is a complicated issue and I cannot resolve it for the member 
today. 


However, our government is providing more of the tools for 
resolving the issues of the country. As for the member's situation, I 
do not know many details, but I think our government is on its way 
to caring for all Canadians, not only those in Conservative ridings. 
We are here to govern and to govern in a responsible way. 


@ (1110) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Alain Giguère (Marc-Aurèle-Fortin, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
my first comment about Bill C-13 pertains to its omnibus nature. 


Parts of this bill would have been worth examining separately and 
in more depth. The creation of a Canadian securities commission 1s 
one of them. The creation of such an institution deserved a higher 
level of debate, a more heartfelt, thorough and better documented 
debate. The government killed debate on this issue by introducing a 
resolution on the funding of this institution as part of an omnibus bill 
that contained so many elements and so many chapters that it was 
impossible to figure out. This issue was addressed in just one of over 
150 chapters. That is unacceptable. This is important legislation that 
will play a key role in Canada's economic future and constitution, 
and the government excluded it from debate by quietly slipping it 
into an omnibus bill. This is clearly yet another democratic deficit. 


We could say the same about the reform of financing for political 
parties. Was it truly the Standing Committee on Finance that should 
have considered this key element of the bill? There are committees 
that deal exclusively with the Canada Elections Act. The Standing 
Committee on Access to Information, Privacy and Ethics could have 
identified this as an essential element of the bill and discussed only 
this reform. However, such was not the case. 


Once again, the Conservative government is misusing omnibus 
bills. We find ourselves with elements buried in a mountain of tax 
measures that are detailed and difficult to understand. Yet, that 
particular element would have been worth debating on its own, 
because it concerns the future of democracy in this country, the 
future of political party funding and the possibility of creating new 
political parties. There is no talk of that; it is all about money, not 
democracy. Is there anything more fundamental to democracy than a 
country's election legislation? 


That is the whole problem with this government that does not 
want debate, that does not want to discuss key issues and that keeps 
on introducing omnibus bills to deny Canadians their right to discuss 
things that are essential to their everyday lives. 


There is another difficult element in this bill. The Conservatives 
are once again making use of non-refundable tax credits. That is a 
problem for people who do not have enough income, who do not pay 
income tax because they are very poor or because they are retired. 
For a variety of reasons, these people will never be able to access 
these tax credits. That is a major tax inequity. These people are 
unable to access existing credits that could be refundable. But the 
government is not taking that step and it is indicating that these tax 
credits will be non-refundable. 


Since the Conservatives came to power, we have noticed a 
growing gap between the rich and the poor in Canada. This is one of 
the things that is exacerbating this poverty. They are not considering 
the people who earn less than $15,000 a year, and there are many 
such people. These people are entitled to a great number of things as 
well. 


We could also talk about the people with ailing children or 
spouses. Illness in the family has a major impact on the family 
income. We see tax credits for family caregivers that do not do 
enough to support those who take leave to care for their loved ones. 
It is not adequate income. It is not enough. The government has 
come up with a fine and noble measure with no income and no 
impact. 


@ (1115) 


We do not see what this measure will achieve. You do things for 
media attention only. They look good, but they lack substance. They 
only look good on paper. The best example is the non-refundable tax 
credits. You are not giving enough. You are not proposing a 
structured and organized national policy to allow people to stay at 
home to take care of their ailing loved ones. You are only making a 
speech and throwing a bit of money around, saying how wonderful it 
is that you are helping family caregivers. That is not what it means to 
help people. 


There is absolutely nothing to help people in-one of the first 
clauses of Part 1, which deals with family caregivers. First of all, 
caregivers will receive a credit provided they earn income. Second, it 
is not enough and does not meet their needs. You say that you will 
give them something for looking after their family members, but it is 
not enough money to allow them to live with dignity and not in 
poverty. Clearly, you accept that some Canadians are poor. You 
accept the unacceptable. That is the major difference between the 
Conservative Party and the NDP. That shows that we will govern on 
behalf of Canadians and that you will govern on behalf of your big 
business friends. 


The Deputy Speaker: Order. I would ask the hon. member to 
direct his comments to the Chair. 


Mr. Alain Giguére: Madam Speaker, of course. Thank you for 
the reminder. 
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As for the 85,000 volunteer firefighters, the government 
announced that the budget envelope to support them was about 
$15 million. The conditions are that they must work more than 200 
hours as volunteer firefighters and they cannot be on the 
municipality's payroll. This reduces the number of firefighters 
eligible for the credit by 35% to 65%. The $15 million shared by 
50,000 volunteer firefighters amounts to $300 each. 


Does anyone here actually think that volunteer firefighters work 
for $300? Their motivation is not that $300. Their motivation is 
supporting and serving the public. They want to help and be 
recognized. The fire chiefs said that it was a step in the right 
direction, but this is just classic Conservative speak. The 
Conservatives say that they are in favour of volunteer firefighters 
and will support them, they sing their praises, but then they give 
them $300. Wonderful. What big spenders. What a great recovery 
plan. The government did not look into whether these people have 
the equipment, training and support they need. It says, “hurray for 
volunteer firefighters”, and then expects them to fend for themselves. 
It expects the municipalities that do not have the means to operate a 
permanent firefighting service to just keep going. Municipal services 
that do not have the necessary equipment will not get any. Yet more 
empty rhetoric from the Conservatives. Behind this paper there is no 
coherent policy. 


We could also talk about children's access to culture. A $500 tax 
credit is attractive, but, once again, it is not a refundable tax credit. 
The second important point is that the culture deficit is greatest 
among people who have the most financial problems. Unfortunately, 
as long as we do not address that deficit, those who need it most will 
not be able to access this tax credit. This is nothing new with the 
Conservative Party. It makes a big speech to say that it supports 
culture, but the people who need it still do not have access to it. This 
is the proof that the Conservative Party is all talk when it comes to 
Bill C-13. 


We could talk about what this bill is missing. Canada is in an 
economic slump and that is not addressed. All of the economic 
stakeholders have mentioned that. We have $500 billion tied up and 
only 200,000 jobs have been created since the economic recession. 


@ (1120) 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Ma- 
dam Speaker, I thank my colleague for his speech. It is often 
somewhat hard for people to really understand what refundable and 
non-refundable tax credits are, because they do not necessarily 
complete their own tax returns. As a result, they do not really 
understand the difference. I wonder if my colleague could explain 
the difference, perhaps with an example. Say, for example, I earn 
$25,000 a year and I want to enrol my daughter in a dance class in 
January that costs $250 and I do not have the money to pay for it 
now. Is there anything in the budget that would allow me to enrol my 
daughter in the dance class now? 


Mr. Alain Giguére: Madam Speaker, that is an excellent 
question. This gives me a chance to explain the difference between 
a refundable and a non-refundable tax credit. People who file their 
tax returns often owe the government money. They have to pay taxes 
to the government and the tax credit reduces the amount they have to 


pay. 
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Instead of paying $2,000 in taxes, you would pay $1,500 and you 
would get back $500 for the $500 you spent on your daughter's 
dance class. There it is. 


Let us suppose that the tax credit is refundable. You enrol your 
daughter in the dance class right away and, even if you do not pay 
any taxes, you receive a cheque for $500 for the expense. That is the 
main advantage of a refundable tax credit: you are reimbursed for the 
expense right away. 


However, at present, you would have to wait until you file your 
tax return to receive the refund, and you can only hope that you have 
to pay enough taxes to get the refund. 


[English| 


Mr. David Sweet (Ancaster—Dundas—Flamborough—West- 
dale, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am at a loss in trying to follow the 
philosophy of the NDP. Yesterday in question period I heard one of 
the members on the front bench of the NDP ask about what they 
called a deficit that was too big. We actually agree with that, which is 
why we are taking measures to make sure we bring our books into 
balance. Today, in speaking about the budget a member said at every 
line item that it was not enough. 


On the weekend, I spoke with firefighters who are very happy to 
get a tax credit which they have never had before. Parents have 
talked to me about a tax credit for the arts which they have never had 
before. Yet, the NDP members say it is not enough. However, when 
it comes to the needs of their own political party, those members say 
they want to keep the nest egg that they already have which is 
costing taxpayers $30 million. They do not want to reduce that. 


I am trying to figure out the philosophy of the NDP. Are those 
members just out for themselves, or do they want Canadians to 
benefit from a thriving economy? 


[Translation] 


Mr. Alain Giguére: Madam Speaker, that is a good question and I 
have a very simple answer. The NDP cares about the finances of 
Canadians, not the finances of people who do not pay any taxes 
despite the fact that they have $500 billion in liquid assets in their 
bank accounts. That is an important factor. We are talking about the 
economy. We want a major action plan to revitalize employment. 
There are 1.7 million unemployed and underemployed workers. 
These are people who could pay taxes and help us. 


Some 350,000 jobs have been lost in the industrial sector and the 
government acts as if it is no big deal. I am sorry, but we are going to 
fight for the people. We do not want any more charades. We want 
more than just a speech about supporting volunteer firefighters 
because, when we really look at what this tax credit gives them, it is 
actually nothing. 


You are merely giving a speech. There must be an action plan, 
funding, structure and a goal to back up that speech. There is nothing 
but an election speech that sings your own praises and says that the 
government supports volunteer firefighters. The government must 
not only say these things, it must do them. That is the difference. 


\ 
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[English] 

Ms. Eve Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Veterans Affairs, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am pleased to rise in the 
House today to discuss Bill C-13, An Act to implement certain 
provisions of the 2011 budget as updated on June 6, 2011 and other 


measures, better known as the keeping Canada's economy and jobs 
growing act. 


Canada has come out of the global economic downturn with the 
strongest growth record in the G7. Our government has created 
nearly 600,000 net new jobs since July 2009. 


Our government is standing up for Canadians and fulfilling the 
strong mandate they gave us to focus on the economy and to create 
jobs. That is certainly what I heard at the door. Everyone wanted us 
to focus on the economy and create jobs for our communities and 
our neighbours. 


One such job creation measure present in the next phase of 
Canada's economic action plan is the hiring credit for small 
businesses. This one-time credit of up to $1,000 is aimed at 
encouraging hiring by Canadian small and medium-sized businesses. 
It is a wonderful measure to help stimulate the Canadian economy 
and it is mutually beneficial to both our strong small business sector 
as well as hard-working Canadians who are seeking a job. 


Do not just take my word for it, let us hear from Dan Kelly, senior 
vice-president of the Canadian Federation of Independent Business. 
This is what he had to say about the small business tax credit. “Since 
the 2011 budget announcement, many members have called about 
the credit and reported it will make it easier for them to hire”. I think 
that is what everybody across the country wants. He went on to 
stress that this was a particularly important initiative as the 
government had declared 2011 as the year of the entrepreneur. 


It is not just the CFIB that is pleased with our hiring credit. It is 
also the Toronto Board of Trade, which had this to say: 
[We] welcomed new initiatives to spur small-business productivity and hiring, 
such as the Hiring Credit for Small Business. 


SMEs are the engines of job growth...Spurring productivity and employment 
growth among SMEs, as this Budget does, should help Canada's economic recovery. 


The hiring credit for small business is getting high praise from 
such respected institutions as the Canadian Federation of Indepen- 
dent Business and from the Toronto Board of Trade. It is no surprise 
to me since I have been getting excellent feedback from small 
businesses in my community of Mississauga—Brampton South. 


I am honoured to be speaking today on the great initiatives for 
small business and job creation that will be implemented as part of 
the keeping Canada's economy and jobs growing act. 


I also want to highlight that the next phase of Canada's economic 
action plan has a strong focus on helping Canadian families as well. 


As a mom to a wonderful six-year-old boy named Jeffrey, there is 
nothing that is more important to me than my family. I am proud to 
be a part of a government that stands up for hard-working Canadian 
families, like those that are the bedrock of my community in 
Mississauga—Brampton South. 


Any mom who has ever signed up their child for music, sport or 
dance lessons knows how quickly those fees add up. That is why our 
government already has provided for the very popular fitness tax 
credit for children that has helped with the cost of sports and has 
helped to keep our kids fit. I am proud to stand and vote in favour of 
a budget that will provide tax relief for moms and dads who would 
like to sign their children up for music or art lessons. 


One way our government is standing for families is through the 
new children's arts tax credit for programs associated with children's 
artistic, cultural, recreational and development activities, as I have 
just mentioned. This would allow Canadian families to claim a 15% 
non-refundable tax credit on up to $500 in fees for eligible programs. 
The tax credit would not only help both our children, who would 
benefit from some of the best programming available, but it would 
also help encourage Canadians from a very young age to make the 
best use of the world-class artistic community available to all 
Canadians. 


Another measure introduced as part of budget 2011, aimed at 
helping Canadian families, is the new family caregiver tax credit. 
This 15% non-refundable tax credit, on an amount of $2,000 for 
caregivers of all types of infirm, dependent relatives, including for 
the first time spouses, common-law partners and minor children, 
would help Canadian families receive all of the support they may 
require. This initiative has been welcomed as a huge step by 
important groups like the Canadian Caregiver Coalition that has the 
following comments: 


@ (1130) 


—the Canadian Caregiver Coalition...applauds the Federal Budget. The measures 
announced in the budget are an important acknowledgement of the vital role of 
family caregivers. The announcement of a Family Caregiver Tax Credit 
demonstrates the federal government's commitment to families and the caregiving 
responsibilities that they assume. 


Financial support for those who must take time off work is a critical component of 
effective policy for family caregivers...We are pleased to see the federal government 
recognizing and furthering the support for family caregivers by mitigating their 
financial burden through this program. 


The final initiative from the next phase of Canada's economic 
action plan that I would like to speak about today is legislating a 
permanent annual investment of $2 billion in the gas tax fund. 


I have already had the pleasure to speak about how implementing 
the bill would help our small businesses, our children, our families, 
but all of these things need a strong community in order to thrive and 
reach their full potential. 
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Our government has made, and will continue to make, significant 
commitments to cities and communities through the gas tax fund. In 
fact, we recently tabled legislation to make the gas tax fund 
permanent, at $2 billion per year, so municipalities would now be 
able to count on this stable funding for their infrastructure needs well 
into the future. 


Our government also recognizes the need for future infrastructure 
support beyond 2014. That is why budget 2011 included a 
commitment that our government would work with provinces, 
territories, the Federation of Canadian Municipalities and other 
stakeholders to develop a long-term plan for public infrastructure 
that extended well beyond the expiry of the building Canada plan. 


I am very proud of the unprecedented investments in public 
infrastructure that our Conservative government has made since 
taking office in 2006. We will continue to build on this momentum 
by working with provinces, territories and municipalities to address 
Canada's infrastructure priorities and challenges. 


As a former city councillor, the gas tax investment that was 
provided by this federal government to municipalities across the 
country provided for massive investment in transit. For instance, in 
Mississauga the gas tax funding allowed for us to have our largest 
expansion in Mississauga transit history. That meant more routes, 
more buses, more often. It also allowed for us to have the first 
wheelchair accessible buses throughout our community. 


I have risen in the House today and spoken about how the keeping 
Canada's economy and jobs growing act will help our economy, our 
families and our communities. I would like to thank all members 
who have taken the time to listen today and hope they will join with 
me and support this vital legislation and help to implement the key 
elements of the next phase of Canada's economic action plan. I 
would implore the opposition parties to support our budget and help 
all Canadians. 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I have a daughter named Pera who is seven years old, like 
the member across who has a boy similar in age. Our salaries are 
quite large and therefore enrolling our children in activities is not a 
problem for us, although lacking the time might be. 


What would the member say to a single mother who is earning 
perhaps $20,000 a year who cannot afford to enrol her child in these 
activities? How would this bill help that mother enrol her child in 
activities? 


Ms. Eve Adams: Madam Speaker, there are many hard-working 
families across our communities. I can certainly speak to 
Mississauga—Brampton South. I am sure the good people in 
Vaudreuil-Soulanges would also concur that when they start signing 
their children up for hockey or music lessons, whether they have 
one, two or three kids, it does add up terribly quickly. Hockey is 
about $1,000 for children. Those parents can now avail themselves 
of this tax credit. This is an important step. 


I would be very surprised if the member opposite voted against 
this type of support for families in his riding. I certainly would be 
embarrassed to vote against something like this. 
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I am proud to stand in support of this budget. I am proud to stand 
in support of Canadian families. It is our duty to help all Canadian 
families. 


© (1135) 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, with regard to registering youth in organized sport, I will 
share some statistics with my colleague across the way, and I know 
the government has an aversion to actual facts and statistics. 
However, if we look at participation rates in our country over the last 
12 years, there was absolutely no discernible increase in participa- 
tion rates after the tax credit came forward for registering our sons 
and daughters in sport programs. After 2008-09, the increases were 
pretty much the same. The one year in the last 12 years that we had 
an increase in participation rates was in 2003 and that was because 
our men and women's hockey teams won gold medals at Salt Lake 
City. The increase in female participation in sport spiked because of 
that. 


We on the opposition benches are trying to say that if we look at 
targeted investments in our athletes, our facilities, coaching and 
create some heroes and role models for young people, then we would 
get increased participation numbers and more people involved. 


When I sat down with my wife and we decided to put our boys in 
hockey, we did not say that we would do this but there was no tax 
credit, so to heck with it. It does not enter into the whole thought 
process, but targeted investments work and that is where the 
government misses when it comes to encouraging more youth to get 
involved in sport. 


Ms. Eve Adams: Madam Speaker, while I certainly concur that 
role models are important, our government has made unprecedented 
investments in sports across the country. Two weeks ago I was at the 
Skate Canada event in Mississauga and announced some funding for 
it and provided gold medals. It was the first time a gold medal had 
been won by a Canadian. Up until now it had always been won by 
Russians or others. The gold and the silver medals went to 
Canadians and then the bronze went to the Italians. I am all in 
favour of wonderful sports. 


The member is correct when he says that Canadian families will 
enrol their children in sports or fitness classes or arts classes. Every 
mom and dad will sacrifice to ensure that their children can avail 
themselves of music or hockey lessons. What the budget does is 
recognize the high cost for families. We believe in providing more 
money into the pockets of hard-working moms and dads. It is 
simple. I would hope the Liberal and NDP opposition members 
would want to join us in helping young moms and dads. 


Mr. Kennedy Stewart (Burnaby—Douglas, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I rise today to speak to Bill C-13, the second budget 
implementation act for the budget 2011. 
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While I agree that some of the topics covered in Bill C-13 are also 
subjects that we on this side of the House feel are important, I feel 
that this bill misses the mark widely and would not deliver what 
Canadians need, and I think my colleagues would agree. The topics 
are important but the content is weak. 


While the government has entitled the bill, “keeping Canada's 
economy and jobs growing act”, I feel, and we feel on this side of the 
House, that it would do little to grow jobs or the economy.and suffice 
it to say that I support the title but, unfortunately, not the content. 


While I will return to the specificsof the bill in a moment, I feel 
that it is important to discuss the context in which the bill has been 
tabled and to talk about what I see are a few very alarming trends, 
both with our own economy and internationally. 


As both sides of this House will recognize, the world economy has 
become increasingly unpredictable and, due to the now globalized 
trading network, it is very hard for governments to insulate 
themselves from shocks, such as we are seeing in Greece, Italy 
and other European countries. 


The mood of this uncertainty is often reflected in the moods 
shown by members opposite during these unpredictable times. On 
one day we see the members of the government thumping their desks 
and on the next day they almost seem to be in a panic about current 
events. The global waves seem to washing over on the government. 
One day it is boasting and the next day it is not sure what to do and it 
is wringing its hands. 


What is most perplexing to me is that, while the government often 
wants the public to believe we are helpless in the face of these global 
forces, we hear over and over again that while there is really nothing 
we can do, these are economic shocks coming from elsewhere that 
we have no control over and, in the same breath, the government has 
single-handedly created hundreds of thousands of jobs within the 
economy. I think this is very inconsistent and it is something that the 
government has to remedy. 


The government cannot have it both ways. It cannot say on the 
hand that it absolves itself from any responsibility for our current 
economic woes while, at the same time, taking the entire credit 
saying that the government itself creates these jobs, when it is clearly 
not true. 


To be fair, this practice of double standards is a very bad habit, 
which most governments undertake, but, it is much better to be 
honest with Canadians and to really own up to what is going on 
within our economy and internationally. The government needs to 
tell Canadians the truth about what lies ahead for Canada and how 
the government plans to help Canadians maximize their potential in 
these uncertain economic times. 


The government, for example, made a good start, or a small start, 
when the finance minister warned Canadians about reducing their 
personal debt loads. This is something that I think was honest and 
from the heart. It was not rhetoric. It was a genuine concern that I 
think we all share in this House, that Canadians are massively over- 
leveraged with their own budgets and they need to do something to 
reduce them. The government made a good start when it admitted 
this and it tried to warn Canadians about what is coming and what 
needs to happen in the future. 


However, after that slight warning, the government seemed to go 
back to the rhetoric and now all we hear is that the world economy is 
in flux and that there is nothing the government can do about it. 
However, when there is any kind of report of job creation, the 
government takes credit for it. 


The government needs to be honest, stick with being honest with 
Canadians and acknowledge the extent to which the global economy 
is shifting. European and North American economic dominance is 
being replaced with an Asian dominance. This is a trend that all 
Canadians see and it is something that the government needs to 
recognize and adapt to. 


If we just look at GDP growth rates, that is what says it all. World 
Bank data shows that Canada's GDP growth rate was around 3% in 
2010, where China's was around 10%. In 2009, we actually had a 
negative GDP growth rate of -2.5%, where China's economy 
continued to grow at a rate of 9%. While we went through a huge 
shock in 2008, China's growth was business as usual. 


As one of my colleagues at Simon Fraser University, noted 
economist, John Richards, once said to me, “We've had our run. 
Now it's Asia's turn to dominate”. This is something that we need to 
recognize in this House and adapt to it. 


It does look like times will increasingly get tough. The IMF has 
slashed our growth projections to 2.1% this year and just 1.7% next 
year. We can compare that again with China, which will be at a 
projected rate of about 9% or 10%. We can see that this is not a one- 
time, one-off event. This is a consistent happening where the GDP 
growth rate in Canada is shrinking while China's is growing. 


@ (1140) 


We need to be honest with Canadians about where we are headed 
and what we can do to weather these economic times. 


Bill C-13 and other measures taken by the government indicate to 
me that the government does not have much of a plan for the 
Canadian economy. It seems the government is content to encourage 
massive foreign investment in our resource industry, ram pipelines 
through to ship unconventional crude from the Alberta oil sands to 
Asian markets, roll back regulation in the north and mine it for all its 
worth, and then continue to ship unrefined products to foreign 
markets. 


The problem is, that is yesterday's approach to managing the 
Canadian economy and it really lacks vision. The government needs 
s to stop relying on yesterday's flawed solutions to Canada's 
economic problems or Canada will be swamped by the global 
economy. It needs to recognize where we stand in relation to the rest 
of the world and plan accordingly. 
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Now that the major portion of this so-called budget bill centres on 
removing a relatively small amount of money from political parties 
does not show me that the government is serious about the major 
challenges that lie ahead for Canada, but rather that it is immersed in 
petty politics. This shines through in the rhetoric that we cannot do 
anything, that it is an international crisis and yet the government still 
takes credit for any kind of job creation in Canada. 


Bill C-13 should include a vision for Canada that does not rely on 
hoping foreign companies and governments will pillage our natural 
resources, ship them to their shores, add value and then ship them 
back to us. This is yesterday's way of running the Canadian economy 
and we do not need that any more. In fact, we will not grow or 
flourish if we continue with this approach. 


Bill C-13 would instill much more confidence in Canadians if it 
contained real measures to grow a secondary industry in this country. 
For example, in recent meetings I have had with petroleum 
producers in this country, with individual industries and their 
associations, they have revealed to me that the number of refineries 
in Canada has dramatically declined from almost 50 to under 20, 
with others under serious threat of closure. The bill has no plan to 
maintain this valuable refinery industry. It appears that the 
Conservatives would be happy to fade it away, and these refineries 
will fade away. We have seen them closed in Quebec, as has been 
mentioned here today in the House. 


However, to put this in context, the largest refinery in Canada 
produces 300,000 barrels per day, which was a massive refinery 
when it was built many decades ago. India has recently built a 
complex that refines 1.2 million barrels per day. That number is 
sometimes hard to get one's head around but that is a massive 
refinery and more of these are on the horizon both in China and 
India. 


We need to take stock of where we stand, not just in this industry 
but in other industries as well, in relation to our secondary 
production. We need to come up with a real plan to save these 
industries and ensure we think about how to grow them, if we can. 
We need a closely targeted investment to help these industries 
survive and thrive. Other countries have done it and we need to 
follow their lead. To simply throw up one's hands and say that the 
market will do this or that foreign investment will come in and save 
us is not the way forward. 


The challenge for the government is to be honest with Canadians 
and provide an economic vision for the country that does more than 
rely on shipping raw resources to foreign countries. The bill does 
nothing to reassure me that the government has such a vision and I 
doubt that it does much to convince Canadians of this either. 


It is worth reviewing a few facts and figures in my remaining 
minute or so to show where we stand. 


Official unemployment in the country shows 1.4 million people 
out of work. However, if we include all of those who are discouraged 
and unemployed, it pushes that number to two million unemployed. 
This number may be structural. I have asked the government in the 
House to reveal what it thinks the natural rate of unemployment is. 
The U.S. tells us every month what its natural rate of unemployment 
is. The Conservative government will not do this. In fact, sometimes 
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I wonder if it even knows what that statistic means. Is their plan to 
maintain our unemployment rate at 7% or to move forward and try to 
reduce that rate? 


We need a vision but we do not have one. 
@ (1145) 


[Translation] 


Mr. Dany Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, this fall, my colleague from Jonquiére—Alma and I went 
to the Saguenay—Lac-Saint-Jean area to meet with seniors' groups. 
They shared many of their concerns with us and told us what issues 
they want us to fight for in the House of Commons, in Ottawa. 


One concern is the protection of their pension funds, which are 
threatened whenever a company declares bankruptcy. I was 
disappointed to see that the Conservatives refused to include in 
their bill the suggestion—from seniors across Canada—that workers' 
funds should take precedence because these people have spent their 
whole lives investing in the company's pension fund and they want 
to be able to count on their pension. 


What does my NDP colleague think about the fact that this bill 
does not really respond to what seniors want when it comes to 
protecting their pension funds? 


@ (1150) 
[English] 


Mr. Kennedy Stewart: Madam Speaker, that is a reflection of 
what is lacking in the bill. It is filled with petty or small measures, 
some targeted at scoring points against the opposition. It contains no 
answers for Canadians. These are not just numbers on a sheet. These 
are real people who are facing uncertain times. It is especially tough 
for seniors who have planned for their retirement but who see it 
under threat because of the government's push for them to rely on 
markets for their pension rather than protecting or strengthening our 
good Canadian pension plan system. 


We on this side of the House are disappointed with the measures 
in the bill and urge the government to do more. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jean Rousseau (Compton—Stanstead, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, speaking of small measures, I would like to ask my 
colleague how it can be that they want to encourage small business 
and rural economies, yet there are no measures to encourage 
environmental projects. There is no investment in the environment, 
which is everyone's future. There are no measures to stimulate 
projects in research and development or in practical projects on the 
ground. There are no development measures. Those types of projects 
could create a lot of jobs and many ideas come from people in the 
regions. But there are no measures to stimulate growth in the 
environmental sector. 
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Mr. Kennedy Stewart: Madam Speaker, I was talking about 
refineries. The vision of the NDP is for a green and sustainable 
future, which is where we need to be. It seems like the government 
has missed the boat on that. It has abandoned these types of 
investments. 


For example, China and the U.S. are leading the way on solar and 
wind power investments. We seem to have thrown that away. We did 
have an opportunity. We were in it early. In the 1970s we were 
investing in solar power. The government decided not to continue 
and to leave it to other markets. It just extracts and sends out raw 
resources hoping that will be enough to keep our economy going. I 
do not think that is much of a plan and I do not think Canadians will 
find that much of a vision either. I much prefer the vision that my 
colleague outlined. 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, mentioning the government's lack of vision is very apt. 


Currently, we are trying to get increased funding for public transit 
projects. We are trying to make the economic argument that they 
help innovation and productivity. These projects would make the 
economy run smoothly. Sometimes it feels like we are running up 
against a brick wall because of the government's lack of vision. It 
does not see the economic benefits of these elements that we in the 
official opposition have been proposing. 


Could the hon. member speak more to innovation and improve- 
ments with respect to Canada's economic productivity? 


Mr. Kennedy Stewart: Madam Speaker, what officials in Nordic 
countries have been doing is investing in clusters. They find areas of 
the country where private sector businesses are already thriving, 
whether it is with regard to sustainable resources or other types of 
industries, and then they help those industries grow. They do not 
create an industry from scratch. They invest in what is already there. 


That is the kind of initiative we need to consider in the House, 
which we do not see coming from that side, and that is 
disappointing. 


Mr. Lawrence Toet (Elmwood—Transcona, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, it is an honour to rise in the House to speak on this matter 
that is most important to Canadians, Bill C-13, the Canadian 
economic action plan. 


First, I would like to express my gratitude and humble honour to 
the constituents of Elmwood—Transcona for placing their trust in 
me to represent them here in Ottawa. It is a job that I take most 
seriously. It is also why I am very happy to speak to this next phase 
of Canada's economic action plan, something that I heard so much 
positive feedback about while speaking with my constituents in 
Elmwood—Transcona. 


Canada can be proud that under the leadership of the Prime 
Minister and the Conservative government we have accomplished 
seven straight quarters of economic growth. In a time where in so 
many places across the globe people are suffering because of the 
weakness of their economy, here in Canada we can take pride and 
confidence in the fact that we are seeing movement in the right 
direction. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


November 15, 2011 


Canada is in one of the strongest fiscal positions of the world's top 
performing advanced economies. This is not an accident. With our 
continued focus on the strength of our economy, we can ensure that 
we will continue to see strong economic growth. In a time where so 
many places in the developed world are seeing serious job losses, we 
can be proud of the fact that since July 2009 Canada has created 
almost 600,000 net new jobs and over 80% of these being full-time. 


With the Conservative government's continued focus on the 
Canadian economy and the things that are important to all 
Canadians, this next phase of the Canadian economic action plan 
offers a solid amount of strong initiatives that will aid all Canadians. 
With a focus on the people and groups of citizens that are important 
to Canadian society, such as families, seniors, small businesses, job 
creators, volunteer firefighters, manufacturers, students, farmers, and 
so many more, we can acknowledge that the primary concern of the 
government is to strengthen the ability of all Canadians. With 
initiatives that will keep taxes low and keep us on track to balance 
the budget, Canadians can be confident that we will continue to be a 
leading force in global economic recovery. 


Families are integral to the strength of Canadian society, so it is 
important that as part of our economic strategy we offer programs 
and initiatives to help the families of Canada. In my riding of 
Elmwood—Transcona, I have spoken with many families, asking 
them for their thoughts on what is important to them. Many were 
able to remind me of their excitement regarding the tax credits 
promised during the federal election. 


Today, I can proudly say that the Conservative government is 
ready to deliver on that front. With a new children's tax credit of a 
15% non-refundable tax credit on up to $500 in eligible fees for 
programs associated with children's artistic, cultural, recreational, 
and developmental activities, the government is taking Canadian 
families seriously. We understand that it is important for children to 
be involved in positive activities. We also recognize that we can aid 
families in having their children participate in these types of 
activities with a tax credit that will help families keep more of their 
hard-earned money in their own pockets. 


Often families have shared their concerns with the limit that was 
placed on claimable medical expenses of a dependent relative. With 
the next phase of the Canadian economic action plan, our 
government will be removing the $10,000 limit for these eligible 
medical expenses. 


I am happy to share with members and all Canadians the facts 
regarding the new family caregiver tax credit. This is a 15% non- 
refundable tax credit on the amount of $2,000 for caregivers of all 
types of dependent relatives, including, for the first time, spouses, 
common law partners, and minor children. Along with the other 
incentives offered for families, I can attest that the concerns of 
families in Canada are recognized. 
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We take to heart the concerns that have been brought forward by 
Canadian families. It is due to our strong record of tax relief that the 
total tax saving for a typical family in Canada is over $3,000. That is 
taking to heart the concerns of Canadian families. That is a testament 
to this government's strong commitment to deliver on the promises it 
made to Canadians to keep more of their hard-earned money in their 
pockets. 


Along with families, we recognize the growing needs of our 
seniors. Our Conservative government understands that Canada's 
seniors helped build and make our country great. That is why it is 
important to us to enhance the guaranteed income supplement, 
enhance the new horizons program for seniors, eliminate the 
mandatory retirement age for federally regulated employees, and 
extend the targeted initiative for older workers by $50 million. 


@ (1155) 


By enhancing the GIS, where eligible low income seniors will 
receive additional benefits of up to $600 for single seniors and $840 
for couples, we will be helping more than 680,000 seniors across our 
great country. 


One elderly gentleman has stopped by my office multiple times, 
occasionally for other issues, but each time he comes in he is sure to 
tell me about how this increase to the annual GIS will make the 
difference for him and his wife between living very tight and being 
relieved of their financial concerns. 


I am happy to speak today to our government delivering what is 
more than deserved by our Canadian seniors and to say to all the 
seniors in my riding of Elmwood—Transcona that another election 
promise is being delivered. 


In my riding of Elmwood—Transcona I have had the pleasure of 
conversing with many of our small businesses. These men and 
women are happy to hear and see the incentives offered by the 
government to help them offer employment, start up their businesses, 
and run successfully in the Canadian marketplace. 


With the new hiring credit for small business, a temporary one- 
time credit of up to $1,000 against a small firm's increased 
employment insurance premiums, this credit helps up to 525,000 
employers defray the cost of additional hiring. 


The Conservative government is excited to offer support also to 
youth entrepreneurs with $20 million to support the Canadian Youth 
Business Foundation's activities. This program has helped young 
entrepreneurs become the business leaders of tomorrow, through 
mentorship, learning resources and start up financing. 


We have increased the small business limit to $500,000, referring 
to the amount of income earned by a small business eligible for the 
reduced federal tax rate. We have reduced the small business tax rate 
from 12% to 11%, along with other incentives on which I do not 
have time to go into details. 


These incentives show our government's commitment to helping 
Canadian small businesses continue to be successful. We recognize 
the importance of small business to the Canadian economy. 


Before I wrap up, there are a few other key parts of this phase of 
Canada's economic action plan that I would like to touch on. 
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In the continued efforts of the Conservative government to 
strengthen the integrity and accountability in government, as well as 
political activities, I would like to draw attention to the fact that in 
this stage of the economic action plan, we will continue to take 
taxpayers' dollars seriously. That is why, in this stage of Canada's 
economic action plan, we are following through on our government's 
campaign commitment to phase-out per vote subsidies for political 
parties. 


The government will introduce legislation to gradually reduce the 
per-year, per-vote subsidy in increments, starting from April 1, 2012 
until it is completely eliminated in 2015-16. This will generate 
savings of up to $30 million. | 


Our government has always opposed direct taxpayer subsidies to 
political parties and believes that political parties should rely 
primarily on their supporters for financing. 


One other area I would like to touch on is the recognition of 
Canadian charities. We understand the important role that charity 
plays in Canadian society and we are committed to supporting that. 
That is why in budget 2006 we eliminated the capital gains tax 
associated with the donation of publicly listed securities to public 
charities. That is why budget 2010 reformed the disbursement quota 
to reduce administrative complexity. 


In the next phase of Canada's economic action plan, we will build 
on our support for charities by cracking down on the few individuals 
who abuse the charitable system by enhancing transparency and 
strengthening compliance requirements, and providing the CRA with 


‘ the necessary tools to deal with the charitable status of organizations 


where individuals involved have a history of abusing the system. 


The Canadian government, with this next phase of the Canadian 
economic development plan, continues to show it puts all Canadians 
first. The Conservative government proves in this phase to continue 
to deliver on the election promises made to concerned Canadians. 
Our government will not lose focus of what is most important to 
Canadians, our economy. Rather, we will continue to implement 
good and transparent use of tax dollars that will be used to enhance 
our economy and allow us to remain the economic envy of the 
world. 


© (1200) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Jonathan Tremblay (Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute- 
Côte-Nord, NDP): Mr. Speaker, in debating Bill C-13, we can talk 
about how little the Conservative Party is proposing. We can also 
talk about what the Conservative Party is not doing. We can also talk 
about the promises the Conservative Party has broken during this 
Parliament and previous Parliaments. I will focus on only one aspect. 


We have to remember the date of May 7, 2007. Hon. members 
might not remember that date. Although I am new, I certainly 
remember it. Following a promise in the previous budget to fight tax 
evasion, the current Minister of Finance made an about-face at the 
time and said that he was not able to fight tax evasion after all. 
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Where do the Conservative government's interests lie? Do they lie 
in defending all Canadians or the interests of Conservative 
taxpayers? 


@ (1205) 
[English] 


Mr. Lawrence Toet: Mr. Speaker, as I said in my speech, the 
citizens of my riding of Elmwood—Transcona have rightly 
acknowledged that we are doing much for Canadian citizens across 
the spectrum. My riding has a different spectrum of citizens and they 
all see the benefits of this budget for them. 


They have a desire to see us go ahead with what we have brought 
forward. We have lived up to our commitments and brought forward 
what we promised during the election campaign. I am hearing thanks 
from the citizens in my riding for us going forward with what we 
committed to. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to ask the hon. member for Elmwood—Transcona a 
question focusing on the elimination of what is generally referred to 
as the per-vote subsidy. It has been less than $28 million per year 
over time and actually represents a very small portion of the total 
amount of tax dollars that go to federal political parties. 


In an effort to cut federal tax dollars going to political parties, is 
the government considering cutting tax credits to its donors, which 
in 2009 came to over $10 million to the Conservative Party alone, or 
to electoral expense reimbursements, which in 2009 came to over 
$21 million to the Conservative Party alone? 


Mr. Lawrence Toet: Mr. Speaker, as I expressed before, we made 
a commitment to our electorate on the per-vote subsidy and we are 
continuing down that path. We promised the citizens of Canada that 
we would eliminate the per-vote subsidy. The feedback I get in my 
riding is very supportive of us continuing down this path. 
Constituents want Canadian political parties to stand on their own 
feet and not rely on subsidies from the federal government. 


Mr. Mike Wallace (Burlington, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank my colleague for his excellent speech today on the second half 
of the budget bill in terms of ensuring it is law before the end of the 
year. I appreciate his constituents voting for him and sending him 
here. He is doing a great job in the House and we appreciate that. 


Of the number of items in today's bill, whether it is promotion of 
job creation through the temporary hiring credit, support for 
communities through the gas fund, the family caregiver tax credit, 
is there one or two that the member would like to particularly 
highlight that are really important to his riding in Winnipeg? 


Mr. Lawrence Toet: Mr. Speaker, there are a couple of items I 
want to highlight that I touched on in my speech. One is the work we 
are doing to help small businesses with their hiring credits and the 
extension of $500,000 to them. They see this as a great help. When I 
meet with small business owners, they say this is a fantastic 
opportunity for them to grow and expand their businesses. They 
want to do it on their own and be contributing members to the 
growth of the Canadian economy. They see great opportunity in that. 


The other issue I touched on in my speech was seniors. They are 
very thankful for the GIS supplement. They see it as an acknowl- 


edgement of what they have done for our country and appreciate that 
we are recognizing what they have done to build Canada. 


Mr. Malcolm Allen (Welland, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I welcome 
my colleague from Elmwood—Transcona. His predecessor, Mr. Jim 
Maloway, was my seatmate at the far end of the House. He was 
elected again as an MLA in the New Democratic government in 
Manitoba. I congratulate Mr. Maloway on that. I do miss him as a 
seatmate, but nonetheless he is back in the Manitoba legislature and 
we are happy for him. 


My colleague from Elmwood—Transcona said something and I 
had to write it down because I was slightly taken aback. In referring 
to the Conservative government, he said, “We put all Canadians 
first”. I would challenge my friend from Elmwood—Transcona on 
that one. 


Regarding the tax credits laid out by the Conservatives, for all the 
things for children which they talked about, one might say it is 
admirable and that we want young people to get into the arts, sports 
and different clubs and to find a way to help parents make that 
happen financially. However, the difficulty is that it is supposed to 
help all Canadian families according to what my friend said. The 
reality, of course, is that this is not true. A tax credit cannot help all 
Canadian families because people who live in poverty do not pay 
tax. They cannot get the tax credit if they do not pay tax. 


How does the government intend to help those families get their 
children into the arts and sports and join clubs and participate with 
other children, as this bill purports to do, when those families who 
can least afford to have their children join in the first place get the 
proverbial goose egg, nada, nothing, zero, not a penny, no financial 
help whatsoever? They will not receive one solitary red cent. Why? 
Because it is a tax credit. Tax credits are for people who have a 
certain amount of taxable income and remit taxes to the government 
and they get some form of credit back. It is elementary. Who does 
that credit really help? It helps people in the top income brackets, the 
folks who can actually afford to pay for all the things their young 
children may want to do. 


As a parent of kids who are not so young now, when they were 
young my wife and I wanted them to participate in various activities. 
We had two well-paying jobs. I worked in the manufacturing sector 
and my spouse worked in the health care field. We were fortunate to 
be able to afford to have our three kids in the programs that they 
wanted to join. We had well-paying, full-time jobs, both of which 
were unionized. We had good pay, good benefits and good pensions. 
That is the type of workforce we want to create. That is the type of 
workforce that could benefit from tax credits, if that is the direction 
in which the government wants to go. It is not for those that are 
underemployed or unemployed, or for those who are in dire need, in 
fact in poverty, who still have children who will not be able to 
participate. 
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We have heard numbers being bandied back and forth. We have 
heard about the 600,000 net new jobs. There is an old saying which I 
will not repeat here because the language might be unparliamentary. 
It is about figures and figurers. We will leave aside as to who figures 
and who is the figurer trying to figure out what the figures are. 


The bottom line is the real number. In July 2008 there were 
17,084,200 people employed in the labour force in this country. In 
July 2011, a mere few months ago, there were 17,344,200 people 
employed in the labour force. I will be the figurer on this one. I think 
I can do the arithmetic; it does not seem too complicated. That is 
actually an increase of 260,000 jobs. 


I am not sure where the government gets the figure of some 
600,000 net new jobs. Net of course is the difference between what 
one had and what one has now, as most folks would see it. What we 
have is less than half that amount. If that be the case, who am I to 
quibble with Statistics Canada? I know the government did when it 
wanted to get rid of the long form census but that is a debate for 
another day. | 


@ (1210) 


Nonetheless, we can clearly see that the number of jobs purported 
to be created is significantly lower than what the government 
purports it to be. 


My riding of Welland is a glorious place. I invite my colleagues to 
visit Welland. It is a wonderful place to be, but it suffers a huge 
amount of unemployment, because the manufacturing sector that 
was not supported by the government simply took off. It went to 
Mexico, Illinois, and Indiana. It packed up and went to China. 


We watched Henniges Automotive dry up last month and send 
300 workers and their families in Welland to the unemployment line. 
What is their future under the Conservative government? Less than 
40% of Ontarians who are unemployed actually qualify for EI. That 
is the future for those folks who have been in and out of work over 
the last year and a half because of the downturn in that sector. The 
sector did not dry up. Henniges makes rubber mouldings for 
automobiles. It is headed to the United States. It is going to a state 
where it will get tax advantages because the government pours 
money into new firms and expands existing ones. 


It is not a question of a business going out of business. It is a 
question of a company leaving this country and leaving our folks 
high and dry. We have seen this throughout Welland's history, 
especially in the last number of years. John Deere did exactly the 
same thing and the government washed its hands of the situation and 
said that is the way it goes. That is not good enough and it should not 
be the way it goes for Canadians. 


I would like to pick up on the remarks of my colleague from 
Burnaby—Douglas. I am a little bit older than he is and when I was 
in high school, in grade nine, teachers talked about how we had to 
diversify the economy. At the time we were good at digging stuff out 
of the ground and cutting logs. We are still good at it today. In fact 
the mining sector is seen as one of the best in the world, which is a 
good thing. Except when I was in high school the idea was to take 
that stuff we dug out of the ground or the raw logs we cut down and 
do something with them. Manufacturing is what it is called. 
Manufacturing seems to be an ugly word these days. We seem not to 
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want to manufacture; we let others do it because they are good at it 
somewhere else. 


We have gone back 40 years. It is 40 years since I have been in 
high school. We have gone back four decades, back to the same old, 
same old, when clearly what economists and teachers in my high 
school and other schools were saying to young people like me as we 
looked forward to potential jobs, was to diversify the economy, make 
manufacturing jobs. It would give us an opportunity to work in 
good-paying full-time jobs with pensions and benefits, unionized 
jobs if that is the case. The economy would grow and so would our 
country. Lo and behold, what did we have during the 1970s? 
Someone who was my age at the time and lived in the heartland of 
this country, Ontario, could literally walk up the street and get a job 
the next day after quitting a job the day before. 


Today we have young people who are still in school, not 
necessarily because they want to be there, but because they cannot 
find a job. They cannot start a career because there are no jobs in 
which to start careers, because of the limited opportunities over the 
last five to seven years. Yet the government presents a budget and all 
of those aspects are absent. All of those pieces that we would want to 
see and did see in the 1970s when we diversified the economy, when 
we actually made sure there were businesses where we could get a 
full-time job with good pay and benefits and pensions. We have 
eliminated them and now we have temps and people working on 
contract. We have itinerant workers. 


It reminds me of the dirty thirties when men would stand outside 
the gate and wait for the boss to pick them one at a time and send the 
rest of them home to come back the next day and try again. That is 
what we are doing to our young people and it is criminal. We are 
wasting the potential of young folks who are our future by not 
making sure that we have the investments set up so they have a 
sustainable future, good paying full-time jobs with benefits and 
pensions. That is a crime. That is what is absent in the budget. 


@ (1215) 


I suggest the government put it in the budget to make sure we look 
after not only those who are at retirement age, but those who are at 
the beginning stages of their lives, ready to walk into the new 
economy, so that they can participate in that new economy. 


@ (1220) 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, I think what we are seeing here is the inability of the government 
to make the transition from being a minority government to a 
majority government, in the sense that it does not have a long-term 
vision for the future. It is still going on with flashy little things here 
and there, trying to pull the wool over the eyes of Canadians with its 
programs, saying that it is taking care of Canadians' tax dollars. 
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With respect to the infrastructure program, making the gas tax 
permanent is great. However, the federal government takes 10¢ out 
of the pockets of the people when they pay for gas and gives them 5¢ 


back. What happens to the other 5¢? Why is that 5¢ not going to our | 


municipalities which are currently so burdened? 


The way the program is run is more about taking credit for doing 
things than actually taking concrete action on the ground. The bill 
does not have anything substantial to build the future we need to 
build. 


Could my hon. colleague speak to that point? 


Mr. Malcolm Allen: Mr. Speaker, it is absolutely true. As 
someone who spent five years as a municipal councillor, I know 


exactly what the member is talking about when it comes to the gas, 


tax. I was on council the first time the gas tax money came down. 
Yes, it was decent money, but even in small communities it was not 
meeting the infrastructure needs. What greater way to invest in our 
infrastructure than to continue to do it now. 


Let me quote Sherry Cooper . I do not think Sherry Cooper is a 
New Democrat. I will have to check with our party to make sure that 
she does not hold a card, but there is a leadership race on, and maybe 
she signed up for one. Sherry Cooper said: 

The misplaced belief that the road to economic prosperity is paved by near-term 
fiscal tightening, as espoused by our own Prime Minister Stephen Harper and British 


Prime Minister David Cameron last week, shows we have learned nothing from 
Herbert Hoover’s response to the Great Depression. 


If we invest in communities today, we will do two things. We will 
set communities up on a future path for prosperity, and we will put 
people who are not working back to work. What a grand notion that 
would be. We would increase employment levels and make our 
communities a better place through infrastructure. The bridges and 
tunnels in Montreal would be safe. Going into the future, 
communities could build on that prosperity and help young folks 
get a job. 


What an amazing and novel idea that would be. Maybe the 
government should take that up. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Just a reminder to 
hon. members that the use of other hon. members' names, even if it is 
in the context of a quotation, is not permitted. It is something to keep 
an eye on. 


Questions and comments. 


[Translation] 


The hon. member for Chicoutimi—Le Fjord. 


Mr. Dany Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the Conference Board of Canada indicated to us a few weeks ago 
that the gap between the rich and members of the middle class is 
growing rapidly in this country. 


In studying this bill, I see many tax benefits for the rich and even 
for the upper middle class, but I see very little for the poor or the 
lower middle class. I would like my NDP colleague's opinion on the 
value of this bill for Canadians. 


The NDP is known as the party that stands up for families and 
workers and I see very little for them. I would like my NDP 


colleague to confirm whether he is seeing what I am seeing, or not 
seeing, in this bill. 


[English| 


Mr. Malcolm Allen: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member is absolutely 
right. There is nothing in this bill that addresses that issue. 


That income gap is growing. By all measures every major 
economist not only in this country but worldwide has said the same 
thing. When Warren Buffett says that the gap is way too large and it 
is time for rich folks to pay some more, that is an indicator that the 
rich folks have too much. When a rich person says he has too much, 
people should believe him. 


It is now time for those who have more to look at those who have 
less, not through charity, not by handing out charitable vouchers to 
folks, but by making sure that they get a fair piece of the economy, 
making sure that they get what they are entitled to through their hard 
work. Of course, they must go back to work first. That is the piece 
that must happen. 


That is why we look to the government and ask: Where is the jobs 
plan? Why is the government not creating jobs for our folks, the 
young and the not so young? In my riding the vast majority of folks 
who are unemployed look like me. They are my age. They had jobs 
at one point in time, but now they do not, because of the trade 
agreements the government and the previous government put 
together that let all those jobs disappear. 


My region, Welland, used to be the fourth highest paying region in 
the country, but it is not any more. 


@ (1225) 


Mr. Larry Miller (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to speak once again in favour of budget 2011, 
or Bill C-13. 


Our government has been working hard to keep our promises. We 
are continuing to focus on the economy, which is our top priority. 


The current fragile stage of the global economy is apparent in the 
current situation facing Greece, Italy and our neighbours to the 
south. Canada's economy will no doubt feel the effect of what is 
happening in Europe and the United States; our government realizes 
that Canada's economic recovery is still fragile, and we are focused 
on creating jobs and economic growth for Canadians. 


Budget 2011 includes many important initiatives designed to help 
strengthen our economy and provides support for our communities, 
our families, our farmers, our businesses and our small towns and 
rural communities. 


The next phase of Canada's economic action plan will invest in the 
key drivers of economic growth: innovation, investment, education 
and training. 


Canada's economic performance during the recovery stands out 
among advanced countries, showing seven straight quarters of 
economic growth. Nearly 540,000 net new jobs have been created 
since July 2009, with over 80% of them being full-time positions. 
Job creation and economic growth are important to the residents of 
Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound and certainly to all Canadians. 
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Our economic action plan is working. Our government's 
investments have been effective in shielding hard-working Cana- 
dians from the worst of our global recession, and we are committed 
to continuing our efforts to foster long-term growth and job creation. 


Today I would like to highlight a number of initiatives included in 
budget 2011 that would benefit my riding and many communities 
across Canada. 


The first is Canada's retirement income system. Our government 
understands the importance of a secure and dignified retirement for 
Canadians who have spent their lives contributing to our society. We 
continue to be committed to improving the financial literacy of 
Canadians, particularly by helping those who are saving for 
retirement to make informed decisions. Budget 2011 proposes to 
provide $3 million per year to undertake financial literacy initiatives. 


Another initiative is the children's art tax credit. Since 2007, 
Canadians with children have been able to take advantage of the 
children's fitness tax credit, which promotes physical activity among 
children and recognizes the costs associated with extracurricular 
sports such as hockey, soccer and swimming. 


As can be the case with participation in fitness activities, a child's 
participation in artistic, cultural, recreational and developmental 
activities can be difficult for parents to afford. Budget 2011 
introduces a 15% non-refundable tax credit that would be available 
for a wide range of activities that contribute to a child's development 
and that are currently not available under the children's fitness tax 
credit. This credit will be provided on up to $500 of eligible fees per 
child. The introduction of this tax credit would promote the 
participation of young children in my riding and across Canada in 
extracurricular activities and would ease the financial burden on their 
parents. 


With respect to seniors, budget 2011 would invest more than $300 
million per year to enhance the GIS, or guaranteed income 
supplement, for seniors. This measure would provide a new top-up 
benefit of up to $600 for single seniors and $840 for couples. This 
benefit would improve the financial security of seniors in my riding 
and of more than 680,000 seniors across Canada. 


We also have the family caregiver tax credit. Our government 
recognizes the personal sacrifice that many Canadians make to care 
for their family members with serious illnesses such as MS or ALS, 
just to mention a couple. We are proposing a family caregiver tax 
credit that would provide a 15% non-refundable credit on an amount 
of $2,000. This credit would help many families in my riding and an 
estimated 500,000 caregivers across Canada. _ 


I have a sister who suffers from MS and I understand the toll that 
this disease and many other diseases can have on the victim and 
certainly on families. This tax credit can help ease the financial 
burden of individuals who provide care for family members who are 
combatting serious illnesses. 


There is also the enhanced medical expense tax credit. Our 
government is also committed to helping ease the financial burden 
on Canadians who care for a dependent relative with extraordinary 
medical and disability-related expenses. Budget 2011 removes the 
$10,000 limit on the amount of eligible medical expenses that can be 
claimed on behalf of a financially dependent family member. This 
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measure will apply for 2011 and subsequent tax years. This initiative 
is welcome news to the many constituents in my riding who care for 
a very ill or disabled family member. 


@ (1230) 
Next is palliative and end-of-life care. 


For Canadians living with life-threatening illnesses, no matter 
how old they are, appropriate palliative and end-of-life care helps 
maximize their quality of life and ensures respect for the patients and 
their families as they approach death. This government continues to 
support various programs and initiatives related to palliative and 
end-of-life care. This budget would provide one-time funding of $3. 
million to support the development of new community-integrated 
palliative care models. 


Another very welcome and appreciated item in this budget is the 
volunteer firefighter tax credit. 


My riding of Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, with the exception of 
the City of Owen Sound, relies solely on the services of volunteer 
firefighters. Our government is proud of the nearly 85,000 volunteer 
firefighters who keep our communities safe across this country. 


In recognition of their brave service, the budget introduced a 15% 
non-refundable volunteer firefighter tax credit on an amount of 
$3,000 for volunteer firefighters who perform at least 200 hours of 
service in their community each year. 


Agriculture is the number one industry my riding. It is an 
important part of Canada's economy and is, as I said, the biggest 
industry in my riding. One of our government's priorities is to 
continue to promote long-term profitability and global competitive- 
ness of Canadian farmers and agribusinesses. We have announced a 
two-year, $50 million agriculture innovation initiative to help 
Canada's farmers remain on the cutting edge of agriculture 
innovations. This is an investment we must make. 


In early 2011 the Standing Committee on Agriculture and Agri- 
Food had the opportunity to travel across Canada during our 
biotechnology study. One key theme that was top of mind with 
producers and industry stakeholders was the importance of research 
to the competitiveness and profitability of Canadian farmers and 
agribusinesses. 


Another important initiative to.our government is strengthening 
food safety. Food safety from field to fork is fundamental to the 
health and wellness of all Canadians. In the 2011 budget, our 
government has taken steps to improve Canada's food safety system 
by providing an additional $100 million over five years, on a cash 
basis, to the Canadian Food Inspection Agency to enhance our food 
inspection capacity. 


Without a doubt, investing in research and innovation and food 
safety initiatives would strengthen the foundation of Canada's 
agricultural sector and improve the ability of Canadian farmers and 
agribusinesses to compete in the domestic and global marketplace. 
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Another initiative is enhancing environmental protection of the 
Great Lakes. This measure is near and dear to my heart, as my riding 
is bordered on three sides by Georgian Bay and Lake Huron. 


Protecting the water quality and the health of the Great Lakes is 
vital to ensuring that Canadians can depend on this rich ecosystem 
for drinking water, for recreation and for jobs. The Great Lakes are 
an important resource to the residents of my riding and to many other 
Canadians. 


Building on the existing Great Lakes action plan and action plan 
for clean water, budget 2011 announces an additional $5 million 
over two years to improve near-shore water and ecosystem health 
and to better address the presence of phosphorus in the Great Lakes. 


I have to mention that early in the new year, I intend to table a bill 
that would ban the sale or diversion of our fresh water in this 
country. It is something that is, as I said, near and dear to my heart. 


In closing, I will mention that local small businesses are going to 
benefit. Our government recognizes that they are job creators and 
help to stimulate our economy, making them a crucial part of 
economic recovery. For these reasons, we have created the new 
hiring credit for small business, which would provide a temporary 
one-time credit of up $1,000 against any potential increases in 2011 
EI premiums over 2010. This new credit would help over 525,000 
employers to pay the cost of additional hiring. 


Mr. Speaker, I know I am running out time. I look forward to 
answering any questions. 


@ (1235) 


[Translation] 

Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I will focus in particular on the tax credit for family 
caregivers. I have been a nurse and I am familiar with the family 
caregiver situation. When they become caregivers, people often have 
no choice but to cut down on their hours of work. As a result, they 
do not earn enough money to benefit from this tax credit. Of the 
households with a caregiver, 65% declare a combined income of less 
than $45,000 and 23% declare an income of less than $20,000. The 
majority of family caregivers cannot even take advantage of these 
tax credits. During the holidays, I will work shifts as a nurse at my 
hospital. I would like to know what to tell the families of patients 
and the patients who, unfortunately, will become sick in January 
2012. They must wait until March or April 2013 before, maybe, 
getting a tax credit after they file their taxes. What can I tell these 
patients who ask me what they can do to survive in the meantime? 


[English] 


Mr. Larry Miller: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my 
colleague across the floor for her great question, welcome her to the 
House of Commons and congratulate her. The profession of nursing 
is a very elegant career and it is not something everybody can do. I 
appreciate her work in that profession. 


I am glad to hear that she supports our caregiver tax credit. As we 
know, there was never anything in place. I give our government a lot 
of credit for establishing it. Enough is never enough, but, as she 
pointed out, this is a well-deserved plan in our budget, and maybe in 
the future we can build on it. However, it is a great start, and I have 
had a lot of positive feedback about it. 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, one 
of the most egregious things in this bill and budget is that tax credits 
are not refundable. It means that people who can already afford these 
activities would get an additional gift from the government, but those 
who cannot afford them would get no help at all, whether it is 
children in sports or arts or whatever the case may be. 


I would like to ask the member this question: in his community, 
are there any people volunteering to fight fires who are between jobs, 
whose jobs have been phased out or who do not have a taxable level 
of earnings? Are any people like that volunteering to fight fires, and 
do they not also deserve a small part of taxpayer-funded credits for 
their work in the community? 


Mr. Larry Miller: Mr. Speaker, I do not have the exact answer as 
to whether people who are between jobs are currently volunteer 
firefighters, but I think that point is irrelevant. Whether volunteers 
are between jobs or are working full time while being volunteer 
firefighters, they will qualify for the firefighter tax credit. I take it the 
member supports this measure; I know I have had positive feedback 
in my riding on it. 


Mr. John Carmichael (Don Valley West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
this being the year of the entrepreneur and a week to celebrate 
entrepreneurship, I wonder if the hon. member could speak a little 
more about the hiring tax credit. Coming from a business 
background, I understand clearly that incentives help to create 
greater impetus and stimulation in business. Specifically, this $1,000 
hiring credit is a very important element. Could the hon. member 
talk a bit about how important it is to his area and to all Canadians? 


Mr. Larry Miller: Mr. Speaker, I come from the business side 
and I believe my colleague does. A number of small business owners 
in my riding have told me that this credit just might make the 
difference between hiring one employee and hiring two employees. 
It is the right direction. Our goal in this budget and in Bill C-13 is to 
create jobs and economic activity, and that is exactly what it will do. 


@ (1240) 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to join the debate on Bill C-15. I would call the title of 
the bill “the bill with no real plan to create jobs”. Why do I say that? 
It has been extremely disappointing to see the tremendous 
disconnect between the Conservative government's policies and the 
tough realities that people face in urban and rural communities alike. 


Given the global economic uncertainty and the fact that 1.4 
million Canadians are out of work, one would have thought that 
when the government introduced its budget implementation bill, it 
would have had one priority focus economically, and that being to 
create jobs. This is not the case. Unfortunately, there is no plan to 
create jobs in the bill. 
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Today we have over 500,000 fewer net full-time jobs than we had 
before the recession. The government's continual crowing about 
having created jobs is false. It measured from the trough of the 
recession to today. However, we have to look at where we were in 
August 2008. Today we have 525,000 fewer net full-time jobs than 
we had before. That is a crisis. It is a real human crisis for the 
constituencies of many of my colleagues across the aisle. For 
example, Nanaimo has an unemployment rate of 16%. For youth, 
unemployment is far too high. 


On top of this net loss of jobs, we have a million new Canadians 
in our country since that time. Therefore, there are a far greater 
number of people looking for work with no plan to recover those 
jobs. 


Instead of helping to create jobs, the government's budget is 
helping to kill jobs. I am referring to the increased EI payroll taxes 
that have increased by $600 million in 2011 and will increase by 
another $600 million in 2012. Everyone knows these taxes placed on 
both the employees and the employers kill job creation. Yet that is 
what the government is doing, despite repeated requests from the 
Liberal caucus to hold off on that EI payroll tax increase. 


The Conservatives know payroll tax increases kill jobs. In January 
2009 the Minister of Finance said, “For many businesses, an increase 
in payroll taxes would make it harder to sustain existing jobs”. 


In May 2009 the current Minister of Foreign Affairs said, “That is 
what Canadians do not want, a job-killing payroll tax increase. 
Those of us on this side of the House will not...raise taxes”. 


The last quote is from the Conservative government's 2008 
election policy declaration, which states, “unnecessarily high payroll 
taxes are a tax on job creation. Lower payroll taxes encourage hiring 
and business expansion“. 


Why is the Conservative government and its members ignoring 
their own wisdom? Let us think about it. 


The Liberals and the economists have both said that this is not the 
time to raise EI payroll taxes. The government has claimed that it has 
no control over the EI tax increases. Therefore, one would assume it 
recognizes that is a negative factor for which it has claimed to have 
no control. 


Recently the government actually appeared to have control over 
this and it reduced the proposed increase by 50% for 2012. That is a 
good thing. However, if it can reduce it by 50%, why not by 100% 
and just hold off on EI payroll tax increases? Why does it claim it 
has no control over something that it does have control over? It 
speaks to the heart of citizens' trust in what their government has to 
say. This is a government that has been repeatedly undermining that 
trust. 


The members opposite have been crowing about the hiring credit 
for small businesses worth $165 million, which in fact is small 
change when the increases are costing $1.2 billion. That is an insult, 
not a policy. 
© (1245) 


Canada has about one million small businesses, but over 600,000 
would not qualify for this credit. Therefore, I hope the government 
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would continue to make the reductions in the EI payroll tax increase 
that we have asked for and bring it down to a zero increase. 


Also, there is nothing in the budget that reflects the concerns of 
female business owners. Here is some information from the 
Taskforce for Women's Business Growth. 


In 2007 women retained ownership in almost half of Canada's 
small and medium-sized enterprises. In 16% of our SMEs, women 
were majority owners. That is a major force in the small business 
landscape. However, 37% of the majority female-owned businesses 
are considered high growth, while 63% of majority male-owned 
small businesses are considered high growth. Why that discrepancy? 


There are some historical and structural factors that make it 
tougher for women to grow their businesses. Therefore, the task 
force and its members have asked for some very reasonable support 
from the government to facilitate the job growth in small and 
medium-sized businesses owned by women. They are not asking for 
a handout. They are asking for some assistance in coordinating, 
consolidating and communicating. 


The task force wants the government to: consolidate existing 
small business program information and target it to women; improve 
financial and technology literacy for women business owners; 
increase access to growth capital, grants and other resources, which 
women historically have found more difficult to access; and, report 
on the economic contributions of women to the Canadian economy. 


These are very reasonable requests, but I do not see them 
anywhere in the government's budget. These individuals are 
struggling where they could be contributing $2 billion a year to 
the Canadian economy simply through a 20% increase in total 
revenues in majority female-owned enterprises. That is doable. The 
government should provide some framework for assistance. 


Speaking of individuals, a huge concern that Liberals have is the 
deliberate exclusion of low-income Canadians in the budget. By that 
I am referring to the non-refundable tax credits, and there are several 
of them such as the family caregiver, volunteer firefighter and 
children's art tax credit. Since these are non-refundable tax credits, it 
means they would only apply to taxes owing. Therefore, those 
families and children who are in households without a taxable 
income, the very people who need assistance the most, are cut out. 
These programs would not increase the number of people engaged in 
these good and worthwhile activities because it is targeted at families 
that already have the means to do that. 
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In fact, this kind of program increases inequality in our country. 
We know that income inequality leads to many decreases in social 
well-being. A lot of evidence has proven that. Increased income 
inequality leads to higher crime rates, worse health and mental health 
outcomes, greater child mortality and a whole host of social ills. 


We need to work toward income equality. However, this is not the 
direction Canada is going in and the gap in income is increasing. 
These non-refundable tax credits are simply unbelievable and will 
increase income inequality. 


I had a meeting with small businesses in Vancouver Quadra. A 
number of measures were requested, but they are nowhere to be seen 
in the government's budget. I consider it a failure and I will vote 
against Bill C-13. The government has no real plan to create jobs. 
@ (1250) 

[Translation] 

Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, my colleague was here when I asked a question of the 
member for Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound and I talked to him about 
the tax credit for family caregivers. He told me that he was aware 
there were needs and that maybe in the future they can build on it. 


When I try to tackle a problem in a difficult situation, I start by 
talking to those who are most affected. So I start with people with the 
lowest incomes. I start by giving them refundable tax credits. I start 
with the people who are most affected. 


I would like to hear what she has to say about that. Who does she 
think should logically be the first to benefit from tax credits or 
measures affecting certain people? 

[English] 

Ms. Joyce Murray: Mr. Speaker, I could not agree more with the 
insights of my colleague from the New Democratic Party. I 
congratulate her on her quick grasp of the essence of what 
government should be about, which is reducing some of these 
inequalities while stimulating a healthy economy and productivity in 
Canada. 


With the previous Liberal platform, we had a billion dollars to 
support home caregivers and it was refundable. Therefore, those with 
low non-taxable income would also benefit from that small amount 
of assistance. The Conservative government's program is far more 
measly and it cuts out those who need the assistance most. 


Mr. David Sweet (Ancaster—Dundas—Flamborough—West- 
dale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member talks about tax credits. Just 
six years ago, when the Liberal Party was in government, it never 
offered those. It never offered tax credits for the arts. It never offered 
a tax credit for physical fitness. It never offered a tax credit to 
firefighters. Just this past weekend in Hamilton I was at an 
announcement with firefighters and they were overjoyed that they 
finally would get this. They had been asking for it for years and 
years, even dating back to Liberal times. 


I would like to ask the member if she is really concerned about the 


Canadian economy and jobs. The Canadian Steel Producers ” 


Association, the Canadian Welding Bureau and the United 
Steelworkers were here this morning. They all asked that we pass 
this budget and get the capital cost allowance reduction in place so 
they could invest and create jobs. Is she going to vote against this? 


Ms. Joyce Murray: Mr. Speaker, first, support for volunteer 
firefighters was a platform of the Liberal Party, which we were 
pleased to see the members opposite steal and put into their budget. I 
thank them for that. However, they did it wrong. They did it in such 
a way as to undermine income inequality in their own communities. 
Those volunteer firefighters who need it the most are watching the 
bus drive by, bringing taxpayer funding to those volunteer 
firefighters who already have a good, decent income. This is 
emblematic of the Conservative government's approach. 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
my colleague's comments and emphasis on job creation. There are a 
couple of specific initiatives in my province related to job creation 
that I would like to raise, specifically as it relates to the 
discontinuance of the various infrastructure funding programs. 


In the Charlottetown harbour of my province, the oyster fishery 
has been decimated because only the city and the province are 
prepared to cost share in a solution. The federal government is not. 
We are missing opportunities with respect to green energy and the 
diversity of our economy because successive campaign promises 
have been made by all parties, except the Conservatives, to share in 
the funding of a cable to the mainland for green energy. 


Would my colleague comment on the discontinuance of 
infrastructure funds and their impact on the ability to create jobs 
in our country? 


@ (1255) 


Ms. Joyce Murray: Mr. Speaker, in my economic listening tour 
across rural southeast British Columbia, people said that the federal 
Conservative government was missing in action in the vital 
partnerships, especially for our rural areas. I want to confirm that 
this kind of infrastructure is about productivity for the future. It is 
about jobs for the future. It has long term benefits, not just 
immediate shovels in the ground for whatever project in Muskoka 
can bend the ear of the minister. 


Mr. Kyle Seeback (Brampton West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is 
always a privilege to rise in the House, representing the people of 
Brampton West, especially to talk about today's subject. 


The bill is a low tax plan for jobs and economic growth. It is the 
next phase of Canada's economic action plan, that will support 
Canada's economic recovery and promote job creation. 


As we have all heard many times in the House, Canada's 
economic performance has won praise around the world. The World 
Economic Forum has declared Canada's financial system the 
soundest in the world for the fourth year in a row. We have also 
had the strongest job growth in the G7, creating nearly 600,000 jobs 
since July 2009. 
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We will have, according to the International Monetary Fund, the 
strongest economic growth of the G7 over the next two years. 
Forbes, the influential business magazine, has ranked Canada as the 
best country in the world for business. 


While this is positive news, we must remain aware of the fragile 
economic conditions that exist in Europe and the United States. We 
are not isolated from the economic challenges outside our borders. 
That is why we must stay the course and implement the next phase 
of Canada's economic action plan so that we can maintain economic 
growth and job creation. 


I would like to speak to a few of the many important features 
contained in the keeping Canada's economy and jobs growing act, 
and discuss how they will benefit my constituents in Brampton West. 


As everybody in the House knows, our Conservative government 
believes in low taxes and leaving more money where it belongs: in 
the pockets of hard-working Canadians and in the hands of 
businesses, like those in my riding. 


I am proud to say that we have cut taxes in every way that 
government collects them. We have cut personal taxes. We have cut 
consumption taxes. We have cut business taxes, excise taxes and 
much more. We have cut taxes over 120 times since 2006, reducing 
the overall tax burden to its lowest level in this country in over 50 
years. 


The next phase of Canada's economic action plan builds on our 
government's low tax record and contains even more initiatives to 
promote job creation and economic growth. For example, the bill 
proposes to extend the accelerated capital cost allowance to help 
manufacturers and processors make new investments in manufactur- 
ing and processing machinery and equipment. 


I have heard first-hand from my constituents over and over again 
how important this will be to our local businesses. It is allowing 
Canadian businesses to invest in machinery and equipment that will 
allow them to be more competitive in the global economy. 


There is also the temporary hiring credit for small businesses, 
which will allow small business owners to hire additional employ- 
ees, creating more jobs and strengthening the economy of the 
country and the local economy of Brampton West. 


The bill contains more support for my community. Bramptonians 
have already seen the benefits of our government's economic action 
plan. The City of Brampton has received millions of dollars through 
this plan for a number of infrastructure and transit projects. 


For example, the government invested in the AcceleRide bus 
rapid transit system, which over time will help reduce traffic 
congestion, strengthen the economy and reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions throughout the greater Toronto area. These initiatives have 
also created numerous jobs in Brampton, of further benefit to our 
local economy. 


Included in the bill is the permanent annual investment of $2 
billion in the gas tax fund to provide predictable, long-term financing 
for cities and towns. The mayor of Brampton has welcomed this 
initiative. She has said: 


This budget reaffirms the federal government's belief that the best way to deliver 
high-quality infrastructure projects at the local level is to partner directly with 
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municipalities. Like other cities across the country, the City of Brampton has seen 
first-hand how successful this approach can be. 


Thanks to the gas tax fund, the City of Brampton has been able to 
undertake major infrastructure projects. The continuation of this fund 
will allow more necessary projects to get under way. 


In addition, the bill includes the youth crime prevention initiative: 
$20 million will be dedicated to promote programs that will help 
youth resist or exit gangs. Community safety is a top priority in my 
riding, and this initiative will help make our streets safer. 


© (1300) 


This bill also contains continued support for our seniors. Our 
government recognizes that our seniors helped to build this great 
country and no other government has taken larger steps toward 
supporting our seniors than this government. This bill includes 
initiatives such as enhancing the GIS, where eligible low-income 
seniors would receive additional annual benefits of up to $600 for 
single seniors and $840 for couples. This would help more than 
680,000 seniors across Canada. 


Moreover, this bill includes improved financial assistance for 
students, with initiatives such as the extension on tax relief for skills 
certification exams. This would make all occupational, trade and 
professional exam fees eligible for tax relief through the tuition tax 
credit. These initiatives would allow more people from my riding to 
attend and graduate from post-secondary education. 


The last specific feature I would like to discuss is the phase-out of 
the per-vote subsidy for political parties. Governments have a duty to 
use taxpayer dollars wisely and only in the public interest, especially 
in a time of fiscal restraint when families are struggling to make ends 
meet. Our government has always opposed the direct taxpayer 
subsidies that are paid to political-parties and believes that the parties 
should rely primarily on their supporters for their financing. The vast 
majority of people I have talked to in Brampton West agree. Our 
government is following through on our campaign to gradually 
reduce the per-vote subsidy until it is completely eliminated by 
2015-16, which would save $30 million. Phasing out this subsidy 
would allow the parties to adjust to their loss of income by stepping 
up their fundraising efforts. As such, they would find themselves in 
more contact with Canadians. 


A number of colleagues have pointed out that this bill has been 
debated for a long time. Initially tabled in the House in March, we 
are now dealing with the implementation of the second phase of the 
bill. We are in the last part of the process that deals with the budget 
that was presented. Both the NDP and the Liberals turned that down 
in the spring and decided it was time for an election. During that 
election, Canadians decided it was time to get things done and they 
gave our government a strong mandate so that we could move the 
budget process forward. It is important to get this bill passed without 
delay. 
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Despite the challenges we face in the global economy, our 
government is successfully implementing the next phase of Canada's 
economic action plan. Our government continues to be focused on 
what matters to Canadians: creating jobs, promoting economic 
growth and lowering taxes. This bill, the keeping Canada's economy 
and jobs growing act, does just that. 


As the member of Parliament for Brampton West, I am pleased to 
support this bill that provides continuous tax relief and support to my 
riding's businesses, seniors and families. This plan is working. We 
must continue to stay the course, as our Conservative government 
delivers on its strong mandate to help Canadian families and our 
economy. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Dany Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
have a simple question for my Conservative colleague. 


Bill C-13 is called Keeping Canada's Economy and Jobs Growing 
Act. For months now, the NDP has been talking about a significant 
measure to stimulate job creation and give some tax relief to the job 
creators that create more than half of new jobs in Canada—small and 
medium-sized businesses, or SMEs. 


Will the Conservative government commit to lowering the small 
and medium-sized business tax rate from 11% to 9%, as the NDP has 
been calling for? It is a very simple question. I want to see if the 
Conservative government can show some leadership and support our 
entrepreneurs who work so hard and if it can support our SMEs and 
create more jobs in the regions. 


@ (1305) 
[English] 


Mr. Kyle Seeback: Mr. Speaker, here on this side of the House 
we certainly do not need to be given lectures on lowering taxes by 
members on that side of the House, who have repeatedly indicated in 
campaign after campaign that they would raise taxes. They have 
talked about increasing the GST. They have talked about increasing 
personal income taxes. We on this side of the House have cut taxes, 
as I said in my speech, over 120 times since 2006. It is a record we 
are proud of and that we are going to continue as long as we are the 
government in this country. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I think I caught the quote, but forgive me if this is incorrect because 
we do not have Hansard. The hon. member for Brampton West said 
that governments have a duty to use funds wisely and that is why 
they oppose tax dollars going to political parties. 


The bulk of tax dollars going to political parties is for matters not 
related to the $2 per vote, which is the fairest and most democratic 
system that we have for public campaign financing. 


Is the government now planning to at least reduce the subsidy in 
the form of credits for donations? Charitable institutions in this 
country would love to get 75% back on donations of up to $400. 


Mr. Kyle Seeback: Mr. Speaker, reducing the subsidies for 
political parties is important, number one. I hear over and over again 
that Canadians do not want their taxpayer dollars being given to 
parties to support their activities. They think that parties should be 
able to raise the funds necessary to run their election campaigns. 


I do take interest in my friend's suggestion that we should look at 
whether people making donations to charitable organizations should 
receive a better tax credit. Perhaps that is something she should 
speak to members on this side of the House about. I am certainly in 
favour of supporting charities with a system like that. 


Mr. Mike Wallace (Burlington, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I do not 
know if the member for Brampton West is number one or number 
two when it comes to the size of his riding, but it is one of the largest 
ridings in the country. I thank the member for the work he has done. 


What amazes me is that the opposition is talking about voting 
against this budget bill that helps to create jobs in terms of the credit 
for small businesses, supporting communities through. the gas tax 
funding, the family caregiver tax credit. There are a number of things 
we are doing in this bill that they will be voting against. 


When the member was back in his riding, as we all were in our 
ridings last week, did he hear from his constituents about how 
important these items are to the families and to the communities 
which he represents? 


Mr. Kyle Seeback: Mr. Speaker, I did have the opportunity to 
spend a lot of time in my riding last week. I did hear, over and over 
again, how important these initiatives that are contained in the 
budget are. 


I can specifically recall meeting with several people in the 
manufacturing community. They think the accelerated capital cost 
allowance in this budget is critical for them. It gives them the 
opportunity to reinvest in new equipment and machinery to make 
them more competitive in the global economy, and that is critical 
these days. 


The economy is difficult. The global economy is very competi- 
tive. It is an important measure. I know it is supported in my 
constituency. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I feel it is very important to rise today in the House to 
speak out against Bill C-13, which combines a myriad of proposals. 
If we could take the time to analyze them one by one, we would have 
the opportunity to debate a number of important issues. But these 
proposals are wrapped up in a single bill, which means we cannot 
debate them. That is an affront to democracy. We are not able to take 
the time needed to explain the details of each proposal in this bill to 
the Canadian people. 
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This bill is an empty shell. As my colleague from Marc-Aurèle- 
Fortin said earlier, the Conservatives make a great many extravagant 
announcements. They say they will be investing in a number of 
areas, but if we look at the details, we see these investments are 
superficial. There is no real, concrete, strategic plan for stimulating 
the economy and creating local, sustainable jobs. Jobs that do not 
pay enough and that keep people living below the poverty line are 
not helpful. 


I would like to suggest some concrete ways to really help 
Canadian families. Consider the health care system. As we all know, 
thousands of families do not have access to family doctors and 
nurses at this time. There is a personnel shortage in the health care 
system. It is a problem everywhere, in all provinces and territories. 
Hospitals and clinics do not have enough human resources. The 
public health care system is particularly short-staffed. The 
Conservatives have not done much to prevent private services from 
taking a larger share of health care. The bigger the private sector 
becomes, the bigger the gap between the poor and the wealthy when 
it comes to access to health care, even though poorer people are the 
ones who need health care the most. 


Earlier, my colleague from Abitibi—Témiscamingue explained, as 
have many others, that family caregivers need a great deal of help. 
The Conservatives are always telling us over and over about the tax 
credit for family caregivers; however, that tax credit can only benefit 
people who make enough money. Most family caregivers do not 
have enough income to benefit from tax credits. Why would the 
government not grant direct tax benefits instead, which would really 
help these people? That would put money directly into the pockets of 
people who help families who are in need because of health 
problems and other concerns. This would be a concrete, positive, 
constructive measure for family caregivers. 


Still in the area of health, we have to invest in home care to allow 
people to maintain their independence and remain active. I am on the 
Standing Committee on Health and I.am our deputy health critic. 
Every week since October, witnesses have been coming to the 
committee to tell us that, as far as chronic illnesses are concerned, 
the government must invest in creating a strategic plan for healthy 
eating and urban planning in order to allow people to have an active 
lifestyle. Simply improving the public's eating habits would help 
unburden the health care system. It would also create jobs. 


@ (1310) 


There are already a number of farmers, growers and fresh food 
producers in our regions, in Canada, who could supply ‘food to 
seniors living on very low incomes who do not have the means to 
buy fruit and vegetables. Fruit and vegetables should be a staple in 
our diet. A number of health experts who have come to testify at the 
Standing Committee on Health have said that seniors cannot afford 
to buy fruit and vegetables. That is appalling. There are plenty of 
farmers who want nothing more than to offer their products at local 
markets and grocery stores at affordable prices. This is basic 
nutrition. We could make use of it in schools and hospitals, but the 
government lacks leadership on the issue. 


Another aspect of health is physical activity. The provinces are 
trying to promote physical activity and healthy living, but problems 
related to obesity and diabetes are on the rise. The federal 
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government should invest more in helping the provinces and 
territories in their promotion and prevention efforts. 


A number of people and organizations such as those that support 
seniors have managed to implement projects in more than 500 cities 
in Canada, including over 300 in Quebec. The purpose of these 
projects is to configure cities differently and adapt them to more 
active living. This may involve ensuring that sidewalks are safe for 
seniors and the children of young families and having more green 
space in neighbourhoods, which in turn encourages people to use 
local services, drive less, walk more and get together. In addition to 
making neighbourhoods livelier, it would encourage people to be 
physically active. 


We have many suggestions just in the area of health. The 
Conservatives often say that the opposition makes few suggestions. I 
just provided five in the area of health. We can provide more. With 
regard to public safety, we could create more jobs, except that the 
Conservatives are once again being very contradictory. 


They say that they want to promote local employment. I will 
repeat that, in my riding, an entire section of the border is not 
protected. RCMP officers told me last week that closing the Franklin 
border crossing has been and continues to be a nuisance for them. 
There has been a resurgence of smuggling and crime, and people can 
cross the border between official crossings because of the decrease in 
surveillance. The customs officers who worked at the former 
Franklin border crossing also provided security and surveillance. 
Now there is none, because of the Conservatives' decision. 


I see my time is nearly up and I will move on to another matter. 
There is not much in the budget, Bill C-13, in terms of the 
environment. In my riding, the budget for the St. Francis Lake 
National Wildlife Area was cut by 56% even though it attracts more 
than 5,000 tourists every year. It is located in Dundee, a point of 
access to the United States and to the Akwesasne Mohawk Reserve. 


We keep hearing that Canada is trying to encourage ties with first 
nations communities. Instead, the government is cutting funding and 
many people are losing their jobs. To make matters worse, the jobs 
that are being lost are green, sustainable and local. There are many 
small measures like this that are negatively affecting our local and 
national economy. In Quebec alone, the budgets of four other 
wildlife areas have been cut. Canada has a total of 51 national 
wildlife areas. Why does the government have to cut funding to a 
profitable area? 


Bill C-13 does not promote the local economy and does even less 
for the national economy. I am asking the Conservatives to be open 
and accommodating and to include our proposals in their budget. 


@ (1315) 
[English] 


Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, my colleague indicated that she is the health critic for her 
party, and I applaud her in that role. 
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One of the challenges that all of us, as members of Parliament 
from all across Canada, are aware of is the challenge of trying to 
have medical doctors and nurse practitioners settle into remote and 
rural areas. I know of many communities that have set up formal 
committees to recruit medical personnel into their underserved areas. 


I wonder if the member is aware that this budget would provide 
student loan forgiveness for medical doctors and nurses who work in 
rural and remote areas. Practising physicians would be eligible for a 
federal Canada student loan forgiveness of up to $8,000 per year to a 
maximum of $40,000, and nurse practitioners would be eligible for 
federal student loan forgiveness up to $4,000 per year to a maximum 
of $20,000. It seems to me that this is a great initiative to encourage 
medical doctors and nurse practitioners to settle in rural and remote 
areas. 


Will the member stand in this place and vote in support of a 
measure that would improve health care for rural Canadians? 


@ (1320) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
the member opposite for raising this issue. 


It allows me to say that this measure does encourage doctors and 
nurses to move to the regions. However, if more health care 
professionals do not enter the system, how will it become more 
effective? If health care professionals simply move from urban to 
“ rural areas, there will be a problem in the urban areas. More money 
must therefore be invested in training, and not just in loans. 
Bursaries must also be given because, once people get into debt, that 
heavy financial burden does not help. 


We must increase the number of doctors and nurses and we must 
improve infrastructure to encourage them to move to the regions. 


There is no national public transit system. Improvements must be 
made in this regard in order to attract people to the regions and keep 
them there. We must not just give out loans. A comprehensive 
approach is needed and, in order for it to be effective, it must be 
incorporated in such a way that it brings together all these 
components. All these things must be done in conjunction with 
one another. 


Mr. Jean Rousseau (Compton—Stanstead, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to congratulate my colleague for her wonderful display 
of humanity and sense of community. 


I would like my colleague to explain to the House why we need to 
invest in public services for youth to ensure that they are strong and 
healthy and prepared to help our country grow, and, therefore, why 
we need to create an environment that promotes economic growth. I 
am talking, in particular, about youth dropout rates and health. The 
government could introduce measures that would create a lot of jobs 
for this next generation. Why does my colleague think we should 
invest in the community? 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach: Mr. Speaker, I thank my NDP 
colleague. 


It is important to invest in the community and in young people 
because they are the people who will build and continue to build our 
country. If we want to get people involved, we must first give them 


the opportunity to do so, to make a commitment and to find 
themselves. It would be a positive measure to give young people 
more opportunities and see where they can get involved. 


Prevention is one aspect of health: if we are more active, we are 
healthier and more productive. Being healthy helps the economy. All 
of that is related, just like the economy and the environment. If we 
want to enjoy our environment, we must first take care of it. So we 
must invest in all areas, without leaving a single one out. Together 
they make a complete package. 


[English] 


Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it is a privilege to rise today on behalf of the constituents 
of Kitchener—Conestoga in favour of Bill C-13, the keeping 
Canada's economy and jobs growing act. I rise today proud of our 
government's record, the best fiscal record in the industrialized 
world. 


I rise today recognizing the accomplishment as even more 
significant when we examine the state of our largest market to the 
south and I rise today in recognition that these challenges confront us 
still, that the global economic uncertainty which inspired Canada's 
economic action plan remains with us today. 


Government does not create jobs, but government can create and 
foster an environment in which jobs are created. We cannot force 
businesses to conduct research or invest in their own competitive- 
ness, but we can encourage innovation. Canada's federal government 
cannot fix the world's economy, but we can ensure that we are poised 
to seize on the best opportunities as the world recovers. 


However, we also have responsibilities beyond today's economy. 
Members of the House must ensure that a stronger country is left for 
our children, not only a stronger economy. It is with these thoughts 
in mind that I stand in favour of the keeping Canada's economy and 
jobs growing act. 


Before budget 2011, this Conservative government had already 
cut taxes over 120 times. Over one million lower income Canadians 
were removed from the tax rolls altogether by this government, 
85,000 of them seniors. We introduced tax free savings accounts 
which offer lower and moderate income earners the ability to save 
their hard-earned money without the disincentive of taxation. 


Last week in Waterloo region we celebrated entrepreneur week. 
This week-long festival dedicated to the entrepreneurial spirit 
reminds me that it was this government that declared 2011 to be 
the year of the entrepreneur. We all know the numbers. We 
understand that the vast majority of jobs created in Canada are 
created by entrepreneurs running small or medium-sized businesses. 


Last week, Communitech inducted several business people into 
the Waterloo region entrepreneur hall of fame. One of the recipients, 
Carol Leaman of PostRank compared starting a business with 
another profession entirely. An entrepreneur, she said, is like a 
skydiver. They both jump out of planes from great heights, but only 
entrepreneurs are expected to make their parachutes as they fall 
toward the ground. The metaphor is clear. Our entrepreneurs are 
willing to risk their time, their savings and their available credit, 
everything they have, in the dream of building a business. 
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Iain Klugman, Communitech president and CEO, put the 
challenge for us as policy-makers even more clearly. He stated, “If 
you don't have people who bet the farm you don't have a strong 
economy. Entrepreneurs drive the economy”. 


This government has worked hard since our first minority 
mandate to unshackle our entrepreneurs. I am pleased this work 
has continued in budget 2011. We have instituted a new hiring credit 
for small business that will provide up to $1,000 against a small 
firm's EI premiums for new hires. We have offered new and 
increased support to young entrepreneurs to build the next 
generation of global business leaders. We are focused on building 
a stronger Canada, better able to withstand global challenges. 


Under this Prime Minister and this finance minister, Canada 
withstood the recession better than any other country. Thanks to this 
Prime Minister and this finance minister, Canada will emerge 
stronger from this period of global uncertainty. The measures in this 
budget build upon work done in previous budgets, an economic 
action plan that kept Canada leading the world, an economic action 
plan that opposition parties consistently failed to support. 


Over the past six years, our government has lowered personal 
income taxes, corporate income taxes and the small business tax rate. 
We have increased the amount that Canadians can earn before being 
taxed. We made it easier for seniors by instituting pension splitting. 
We have introduced choice in child care through the universal child 
care benefit and passed the children's fitness credit. All of these 
positions were supported by Canadians and none of them were 
supported by the opposition. 


While we have worked hard to keep Canadians working, we have 
also put in place measures to protect families. In years past, we 
overcame opposition objections to help Canadians through new 
items like the registered disability savings plan, the first time home 
buyers' plan, the public transit tax credit and an expanded home 
buyers' tax credit. 


@ (1325) 


Today we are asking for support on new measures to help 


Canadians: measures to help students afford the costs of post- 
secondary education such as allowing them to earn more without 
having their loans clawed back; measures to help Canadians pay for 
the health care they need such as removing the limit on medical 
expenses they can claim on their taxes, or to take time to care for 
their loved ones through the family caregiver tax credit; and 
measures to make homes more energy efficient by extending the eco- 
energy retrofit program. 


Budget 2011 will provide low income seniors with some much 
needed relief by increasing the guaranteed income supplement 
payments they will receive by as much as $600 for single seniors and 
as much as $840 for couples. There are no surprises in this budget. 
We stand clearly in favour of lower taxes and balanced books. We 
stand for long-term sustainable growth and we stand for the family. 


These times are unprecedented for the modern Canadian family. 
While the experts seem to agree that Canada has emerged from the 
recession, our major trading partners remain mired in doubt and 
uncertainty. I am grateful to the finance minister for extending vital 
programs in times like these, programs like work sharing which 
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allows. viable employers to retain critical talent during lean times and 
which allows employees to work reduced hours until times improve. 


Several companies in my riding of Kitchener—Conestoga have 
unfortunately been in the position to use the work share program. 
Ontario Drive & Gear was one of those companies. Thanks to 
support from this government, ODG remains one of Wilmot 
Township's largest employers. ODG President Joerg Stieber was 
also named to the Waterloo region entrepreneur hall of fame last 
week. He said, “The foundation of our success is really in the hard 
work and dedication of the good people who work at ODG. 


The people are what is important. Work share allowed ODG to 
keep the staff in whose skills it had invested so much and it allowed 
the employees to remain gainfully employed rather than left out of 
work. 


Kuntz Electroplating, one of the largest employers in the city of 
Kitchener, would tell a very similar story. Work share, to put it 
simply, keeps Canadian employers and employees working. But 
there are Canadians who are more vulnerable in an economic 
downturn than the average worker. I speak in this case of young 
Canadians who may not have had the experience or the networks 
that they need to find that first job and older Canadians who have 
trouble finding that new career when laid off during the end of their 
working lives. 


To help new entrants to the job market, budget 2011 will make all 
trade, occupational and professional exam fees tax deductible. It will 
allow students pursuing a degree or diploma to earn twice as much 
money before their loans are clawed back. It ends discrimination 
against part-time students by reducing the interest they must pay on 
their Canada student loans. 


This government recognizes that education is a provincial 
responsibility, but that our global economic competitiveness is an 
issue of federal importance and we are willing to act. 


Canada's seniors will benefit from budget 2011. This government 
has already done so much for seniors. After 13 years of empty 
Liberal promises, this Conservative government introduced pension 
income splitting and removed 85,000 seniors from the tax rolls 
altogether. In fact, this government has delivered to Canada's seniors 
over $2.3 billion in tax relief since taking office. 


Budget 2011 builds on that solid foundation promising to enhance 
the GIS payments made to low income seniors, but just as 
importantly, budget 2011 will also extend the targeted initiative for 
older workers. 
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I stand firmly in favour of passing Bill C-13, the keeping Canada's 
economy and jobs growing act. It puts us on a path to surplus while 
investing in Canada's most critical assets, our people. 


© (1330) 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, the government seems to have difficulty distinguishing between 
spending investment and infrastructure. It often likes to talk about 
how we in the NDP love taxes or other such rhetoric, but let us look 
at how much the government is wasting taxpayers' dollars in terms of 
its spending in its infrastructure program. 


The government talks about cutting waste, but let us talk about 
waste. Some 26 million taxpayers' dollars were spent on advertising 
for the economic action plan in the three months running up to the 
2011 election; $3 million on signs put across the country; and 
tracking weekly the signs of 18 different departments and agencies. 


On this bill, how much is the government planning to spend on 
advertising, signs and useless, wasteful spending of taxpayers’ 
dollars? 


Mr. Harold Albrecht: Mr. Speaker, how very much like the NDP 
to pull numbers out of a hat and throw them around as if they are, in 
fact, facts, which I very much question. 


The important facts to keep on the table today are that the average 
Canadian families today are paying $3,000 less in income tax than 
they were when this government took office, that over 600,000 
people are working today, and that more than 600,000 net new jobs 
have been created since the downturn of 2009. Those are facts that 
are verifiable. We get the records regularly. 


I would really encourage the NDP to get its facts straight and then 
ensure it gives the Canadians we are here to represent the actual truth 
in the matter. 


© (1335) 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
just to pick up on that point and look to the member to acknowledge 
that there are a half million fewer full-time jobs today in the 
Canadian economy than there were in 2008. 


One of the things that I think is really lacking is the government's 
will to recognize the valuable contributions that we could be making, 
in terms of housing, investing in our housing stock, and providing 
incentives for inner city-type housing renewal programs and all sorts 
of programs that would ultimately improve the quality of our 
housing stock while at the same time creating thousands of jobs. 


Would the member indicate where, within the documents that he 
has at his fingertips, does it elaborate on just how the government is 
dealing with Canada's aging housing stock? 


Mr. Harold Albrecht: Mr. Speaker, I do. not have the actual 
figures at my fingertips and I am not going to make them up like so 
often happens in this place. 


What I can say is that there is no government in recent history that 
has invested more in Canada's social housing stock than this 
government. In fact, in the Waterloo region, my own region, there 
have been incredible investments. We work with community 
partners that come to the table with a great objective, a great idea, 
and they partner with the Canadian government, the Ontario 


government, and, in our case, the Waterloo regional government to 
create amazing projects. 


More importantly, there are other more foundational changes that 
this document, Bill C-13, would implement that all of our members 
should be supporting when it comes to allowing students to earn 
money. Students do not just want handouts. They want to be able to 
earn money and not have it clawed back off of their student loans. 


This budget would implement, that. I cannot understand why 
members on that side stand and vote against these great initiatives. 


Mr. Mike Wallace (Burlington, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the member for Kitchener—Conestoga for his fine speech and 
the excellent work he does on the Hill, including being a leader at 
committee with regard to palliative and compassionate care, with 
which he is heavily involved. 


Part of the budget has a family caregiver tax credit, which I know 
is an issue, and he talked about seniors in his speech. Why is it 
important for these to be included in the bill? 


Mr. Harold Albrecht: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my colleague 
for highlighting the work of the palliative care committee. We hope 
to release our report later this week. 


Certainly, compassion extended to those who are vulnerable in our 
society has to be one of our primary objectives as members of 
Parliament. I am thrilled to see that our government recognized that: 
in this budget, including removing the limit on medical expenses and 
also introducing the new family caregiver tax credit. This $2,000 
credit would be for caregivers who are helping those who face a 
debilitating illness. 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is a 
pleasure to rise in the chamber to speak to Bill C-13 and participate 
in the debate. 


I will start with the caregivers tax credit and point out some of the 
problems with this overall government agenda and strategy. The 
government often announces programs. That was done well by the 
Mike Harris Ontario government when it had one dump truck full of 
$1 million in cash and would literally move that from community to 
community announcing program after program and service after 
service. However, nobody could really access it. Nobody could 
really get the necessary support that the government was promoting 
in the programs. 


We have seen that with the current government and with previous 
governments where there would be billions of dollars in slippage or 
money that never actually went out the door because the mandates 
and the criteria for those incentives did not work well with either the 
taxpayers, citizens in general or with the businesses the government 
was trying to support in terms of new programs and services. 
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This tax credit for caregivers is another one. It is something I am 
fairly familiar with. I worked for the Association for Persons with 
Physical Disabilities for five years and with Community Living 
Mississauga for about three years helping people who needed 
assistance and caregiving. These people did not qualify for 
unemployment, did not have proper medical support and would 
not be able to take advantage of a tax credit. That is an important 
issue that we need to acknowledge. The tax credit that is being 
proposed would literally be dangled in front of some Canadians but 
would not be available for others. It is building inequality. 


We have a middle-class that is shrinking. All of the evidence 
supports that, especially given what we have gone through with the 
recent economic recession and what is happening in the global 
economy. This would create a separate class of people who have 
access to caregivers, leaving the rest behind because they are too 
’ poor. How is that fair? How does that stand in a budget for a country 
that is supposed to be known for social justice, humanity and not 
leaving people behind? How does it even get to the point where the 
Conservatives are getting up here proudly celebrating the fact that 
some Canadians will get the support they need? 


I can the House that support is critical. We are talking about 
people being able to have a bath, have their homes cleaned and live 
in better and humane conditions. These are critical elements. I have 
done that work myself. We are talking about people who need 
assistance right now to improve their quality of life but will not get it 
because they do not have enough money, are not rich enough or do 
not make enough. 


How is it possible that members can stand in the chamber to 
support a program like that? I do not understand that logic. I cannot 
see through it. I cannot see how the Conservatives can brag about 
segregating people who have physical and mental impairments or 
disabilities into classes of those who will get that service and those 
who will not. 


I thought we were supposed to be helping the people who are 
worse off in this country. I think about the people I served who, at 
that time, were put into institutions. After being institutionalized, 
they were released between the ages of 30 and 40 and were left to the 
wind because there was not enough support. They had never worked 
before and never had the opportunity to be part of the community. If 
they were lucky, they got into programs like mine and, if we were 
lucky, we would be able to get them a job and train them. We would 
go on site. 


A lot of measures are required to ensure that people who have 
physical or psychological impairments can re-enter or enter the 
workforce. A lot of training has to happen. There are front-line 
support workers. It took a lot of effort. It would often require a 
government program with significant resources but at the end of the 
day it was worth it. We proved that for every dollar the government 
put into our program we saved it $3 in welfare. 


When those people came through the door, we did not look at their 
income bracket to determine whether they could get support. We did 
not tell them that they were too impoverished and that, although they 
needed the service, we would give it to someone else who could 
afford it because he or she could get a tax break. 
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@ (1340) 


How is that fair? What some of these caregivers can do is prevent 
people from going to a hospital. They can help people get structure 
around their life so they can work part-time. It is all important and it 
is all related. 


How can people go for an interview or be involved in their 
community if basic hygiene is a problem for them. They may have a 
problem physically or they have a problem doing that work in their 
house? Their apartment or house or wherever they live can create an 
impediment for them going out into the community. 


What we are saying with this tax credit is that those Canadians 
who have the biggest insurmountable elements in their life will be 
left behind. They will not get that assistance. Their neighbour might, 
if their neighbour has enough money or makes enough money. We 
know from the evidence that most people in Canadian society will 
not be able to take advantage of this tax credit. 


I have a hard time understanding the logic in this. How can 
anyone actually get up and proudly say that this will be separated to 
ensure Canadians have two options: one, nothing; and two, others 
will get their tax credit back and they will get assistance. 


I think the philosophy that the government has adopted about 
winners and losers has really turned Canada upside down. It is 
picking winners and losers right now. That is what it is doing with 
the Wheat Board and with other issues. It is very divisive, which is 
unfortunate. 


We need to start looking at why we cannot afford this tax credit 
for all Canadians. The government is making some poor choices, 
between prisons and planes. It is important to talk about some of the 
choices with regard to tax cuts that are taking place right now. 


Since we are in a fiscal deficit, we have been borrowing money 
from ourselves to pay interest on tax cuts largely for profitable 
corporations. It is not for the ones that are value-added and have 
been struggling during this process, like the manufacturing sector in 
my home town. It has been struggling but it does not benefit from a 
tax cut because it is not making a profit. 


What ends up happening is that the oil and gas industry benefits 
and the pharmaceutical companies benefit. All the companies, 
ironically, that are doing extremely well right now are also getting 
massive subsidies. Those companies get them for fossil fuels. They 
get fuel subsidies and they will continue to get them. 


The interesting thing is that we are not even talking corporate tax 
reductions. We are talking about some of what the oil and gas 
industry gets in terms of subsidies. I would ask members to listen to 
a few of these: the flow-through share subsidy, the Canadian 
exploration expense subsidy, the Canadian developmental expense 
subsidy and the Canadian oil and gas property expense subsidy. All 
those together add up to $1.256 billion in lost tax revenue since 2008 
alone. 
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We are still paying for those subsidies because we actually 
borrowed money. It is just like the HST. To bring in the HST, the 
government had to borrow $6 billion and now it has a debacle going 
on with British Columbia in this regard. We had Library of 
Parliament analyze the borrowing costs of the HST. The HST will 
cost the government, if it pays it over a 10 year cycle at the average 
interest rate, anywhere between $6 billion to $8 billion. We will pay 
those costs. x 


I again want to emphasize that a budget does not need to be about 
winners and losers, which is what this is right here. Some people will 
do really well and others will not. That is not the Canada I want. 


© (1345) 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to pick up on the idea of winners and losers. 


When I look at the government in terms of one of its many 
failings, it is in its dealing with seniors. There are many seniors who 
are experiencing very difficult times. They do not have the necessary 
funds to purchase the items they need. We are talking about some of 
the fundamentals, pharmaceuticals and food. It is a quality of life 
issue. 


Would the member give us his personal thoughts in regard to what 
more he believes the government could have done in terms of being 
able to better enhance the lifestyle of our seniors from coast to coast? 


Mr. Brian Masse: Mr. Speaker, it is a critical issue. I travelled this 
country a number of years ago pushing for a seniors charter of rights, 
which actually passed in this House of Commons and which the 
government has yet to implement. 


I would argue that one of the simple things we could do is deal 
with pensions. Seniors’ pensions are a critical issue for so many 
people. If people enter into a private arrangement with their 
employer and it is a deferred wage, they earn that wage for the future 
so as not to rely as much on the public. However, If the company is 
going bankrupt, why would they be last in line as a creditor? It is 
unacceptable and unconscionable. That is one of the things the 
Conservatives could have done. It would not have cost any money 
and would have been a fair thing to do. It also would save the public 
purse later on as the senior would have a functioning pension. 


Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it is interesting to note the things that my colleague 
ignores about what this bill would do for seniors. There is no 
question that we would all like to do more for everybody. However, 
the reality is that we have done a lot for seniors. We have removed 
85,000 seniors from the tax rolls. We have introduced pension 
income splitting. This budget introduces an enhancement to the 
guaranteed income supplement of $600 for single seniors and $840 
for couples, of those who are in the very lowest income tax brackets, 
those whom my colleague was targeting earlier. 


How can they stand and oppose initiatives like this that would 
make it easier for our most vulnerable seniors? 
@ (1350) 

Mr. Brian Masse: Mr. Speaker, the Conservatives have more 


money allocated in the future for prisons and planes than they do for 
seniors. It is as simple as that. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, we are told that the budget measures in Bill C-13 will 
make life better for families. 


I would like to know what my hon. colleague thinks of the cuts 
affecting children that have been made by the Conservative 
government over the past few weeks. Social services and community 
organizations are sounding the alarm because the government is 
taking child tax benefits away from the most vulnerable families. To 
verify whether these measures are justified, they are being asked to 
fill out a six-page questionnaire. Then it takes time to assess the 
questionnaire, while families are being deprived of money to pay the 
rent. This is cruel. What should we be doing instead to help them? 


[English] 


Mr. Brian Masse: Mr. Speaker, that is a very pertinent question. 
That is why I was referring to the surpluses that the government 
sometimes gets and the slippages where it was often referred in terms 
of departmental money that is never spent. The government creates 
so many obstacles and so much difficulty that it requires so much 
assistance, or it does not even bother doing it itself. 


We have seen that with the disability tax credit, for example, or 
the GIS where people need to apply for it instead of just getting it. 
These are things that the government could have changed that would 
have actually helped Canadians, especially those on the fringe. 


Mr. Mike Wallace (Burlington, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member 
spoke about the tax cuts and that they are not helping industry in his 
riding. I have heard directly from the head of automotive 
manufacturers in this country about the need to continue along with 
the tax cut process that we put in place. 


Is the member saying that those people, those who create seven to 
eight jobs for every job they have in their plant, are wrong about our 
tax cuts? 


Mr. Brian Masse: Mr. Speaker, the member is wrong. 


Mr. Mark Adler (York Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it gives me 
great pleasure to rise in the House at this time to speak in support of 
Bill C-13, Keeping Canada's Economy and Jobs Growing Act. 


Canada has weathered the global recession better than most other 
industrialized countries. We are the only G7 country to have more 
than recovered all of the output and all of the jobs lost during the 
recession. In fact, Canada has posted by far the strongest growth in 
employment among G7 countries during the recovery. This is in no 
small measure due to the stellar and diligent work of our Minister of 
Finance and the extraordinary measures in Canada's economic action 
plan, which is a road map to improve the well-being of all Canadians 
over the long run by securing the recovery, eliminating the deficit, 
and investing in the drivers of long-term economic growth. 
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The Prime Minister, the Minister of Finance and this government 
have made protecting Canadian jobs and the economy the top 
priority. In fact, 600,000 more Canadians are working today than 
when the recession ended, and nine out of ten of those jobs are full- 
time positions. 


Our government's plan is to strengthen and secure Canada's 
economic and financial fundamentals. That is why the government 
has responded to critical situations with flexibility and pragmatism. 
Its response is designed to keep our economy secure and resilient. 


The government, unlike the official opposition, is not bound by 
ideological dogma, and unlike the third party, by political 
expediency and opportunism. That is why Canada is held up as a 
shining example of stability and prudence in an ocean of instability. 
Doug Porter, deputy chief economist at BMO, said during his 
appearance at the finance committee in August: 


I would say that compared to policy-making in the rest of the world, Canada's 
economic policy-making has been exemplary. I don't think there's been a significant 
misstep in recent years. 


That is why the global leadership that Canada has displayed since 
day one of the economic crisis has earned Canada the praise of a 
number of the world's respected organizations and institutions. 


For instance, Canada's banking system has been deemed the 
world's best for four years running now by the World Economic 
Forum. The World Bank also said that Canada is the easiest place to 
start a business in the G7. Forbes magazine recently ranked Canada 
as the best country to do business in. The international credit rating 
agencies, such as Moody's, Fitch and Standard and Poor's, have all 
renewed Canada's AAA credit rating. The G20 young entrepreneur 
summit recently said that Canada is a start-up paradise, an 
entrepreneurial hotbed of business confidence. The IMF has also 
praised Canada's deficit reduction plan and has said that Canada is 
one of two countries that will have the fastest economic growth in 
the G7 this year and next. 


It does not stop there. There is more. The Economic Intelligence 
Unit says Canada is the best country among the G7 to do business in 
and will continue to be over the next five years. 


The finance committee, of which I am a member, recently 
concluded its pre-budget consultations. We met with dozens of 
individuals, associations, businesses, and organizations, both here in 
Ottawa and around the country. We also received over 600 written 
submissions. 


The overwhelming consensus from our hearings was support for 
our government's plan. For instance, the Canadian Home Builders! 
Association stated that: 


Today's budget provides a responsible transition from stimulus spending towards 
creating the conditions that will renew private sector demand and job creation. 


Regarding the budget, the Canadian Institute of Chartered 
Accountants stated that: 
...it strikes the right balance by keeping Canada competitive and demonstrating 


prudent fiscal management. 


All these results do not just fall from the sky. As the Minister of 
Finance recently stated: 


Government Orders 


Countries, just like individuals, do not stumble into prosperity. They set out a plan 
and stick to it, so that they are fully capable of seizing opportunity when misfortune 
hits, instead of merely being overwhelmed by it. 


The government has followed a low-tax plan that has successfully 
branded Canada as a low-business-tax jurisdiction. Our government 
paid down substantial amounts of debt before the economic crisis 
even arrived. By doing so, our government has been successful in 
keeping net debt to GDP ratio well below G7 counterparts at 34%, 
while at the same time other countries were piling vast amounts of 
additional debt onto existing debt. 


Under the leadership of our Prime Minister and the Minister of 
Finance, Canada chose not to go down the road of ruin by recklessly 
taxing and spending, the path the opposition would have us take. Our 
government chose rather to support Canadian families by creating 
jobs, and the average family has over $3,000 in tax reductions. 


Our government's top priority is the economy. Although Canada's 
economy is outperforming other advanced industrialized countries, 
Canada is not immune from the impact of events that originate 
beyond our shores. The Prime Minister and the Minister of Finance 
have always been very clear about this fact. 


@ (1355) 


Therefore, with the global economy still fragile due to the 
European sovereign debt and banking crisis, the Minister of Finance 
announced last week that the government will be reducing the 
maximum potential increase in next year's EI premium from 10¢ to 
5¢ per $100 of insurable earnings. This measure will leave over $600 
million in the hands of Canadian businesses and workers and their 
families. 


In response to this measure, Dan Kelly, senior vice-president of 
the Canadian Federation of Independent Business, said: 


It is clear Finance Minister Flaherty has heard the concerns of Canada's 
entrepreneurs by taking action to lower the planned EI hike. 


The CFIB press release also stated: 


This move will reduce the burden of business and leave more money in the 
pockets of their employees. 


To continue to support jobs and growth, the Minister of Finance 
also announced an additional extension of the successful work- 
sharing program, which has already benefited some 300,000 
workers. 


Other measures designed to create jobs and growth included 
rebuilding the fleets of the Royal Canadian Navy and Canadian 
Coast Guard, which will create long-term jobs and generate 
significant economic benefits in shipbuilding and related industries 
across Canada. 


Also announced was the investment of additional funds to 
modernize and expand the capacity of priority border facilities across 
Canada. 


The Minister of Finance also announced that our government is on 
track to eliminate the deficit in a balanced and responsible way. We 
will balance in 2015. This is due to the ongoing financial crisis in 
Europe and the uncertainty in the United States. 
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The Minister of Finance once again demonstrated that our 
government's top priority is the economy. We will do this through 
our low-tax plan to create jobs and growth in a way that is both 
flexible and pragmatic. 


In support of this move, the Honourable Perrin Beatty, president 
and CEO of the Canadian Chamber of Commerce, said: 


While we understand that the slower economic growth will delay Canada's ability 
to return to balanced budgets, we agree with the Minister that the government should 
not be adding to the deficit by increasing spending at this time. 


Budget 2011 will preserve Canada's advantage in the global 
economy. It will strengthen the financial security of Canadian 
workers. It will give more income security to seniors and families 
and will provide stability during a fragile and uncertain global 
recovery. 
© (1400) 

[Translation] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order. The hon. 
member will have three minutes for his speech and five minutes for 
questions and comments when the House resumes debate on the 
motion. 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
[English] 


CYBER COP PROGRAM 


Mr. Scott Armstrong (Cumberland—Colchester—Musquodo- 
boit Valley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canadian children are facing a new 
challenge. The issue of cyber bullying has increased the intensity and 
frequency of abuse children can face on a daily basis. This means 
that parents, teachers, lawmakers, and all adults have a duty to step 
up and put things in place to protect our children. 


In my riding, the Truro Police Service has done just that by 
initiating the Cyber Cop program. Cyber Cop is an innovative 
program that provides children with the tools they need to combat 
cyber bullying and practice safe Internet usage. 


Coordinator Barry Mingo, Constable Jon Keddy, Constable Todd 
Taylor and Chief Dave MacNeil all deserve an incredible amount of 
credit for initiating this program. 


Kudos also to mayor Bill Mills and the Truro town council for 
standing behind the Truro police service, supporting the cyber cop 
program and stepping up to protect our children. 


wk *K* 


NAVY LEAGUE OF CANADA 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, it is a great day in Canada today, because the Navy League 
of Canada is in Ottawa to talk about various issues affecting the 
Navy League throughout the country. 


This organization, one of the finest organizations in the country, 
has been around for 116 years. It is in over 260 Canadian 
communities helping out 15,000 young Canadians on issues of 
maritime affairs, the Royal Canadian Sea Cadets and the Navy 
League Cadets. 
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The Navy League of Canada is incorporated with many ex- 
military personnel from admirals all the way down to chief petty 
officers. It is truly a wonderful organization. I encourage every 
member here today to attend the reception, because the Navy League 
of Canada is one of the finest organizations this country has ever 
seen. 


ALEX THOMSON ROYAL CANADIAN LEGION BRANCH 


Mrs. Stella Ambler (Mississauga South, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to take this opportunity to tell the House about the Alex 
Thomson Royal Canadian Legion Branch 82, which has been part of 
the landscape of Mississauga South in Port Credit for more than 80 
years, the past 40 on the banks of the scenic Credit River. 


The branch is dedicated to the memory of Colonel Alex Thomson, 
a former Port Credit resident, who was decorated for bravery and 
killed in action in France during World War I. 


Branch 82 is still a wonderful place to meet old friends and new 
ones, and that is what hundreds of veterans and members of the 
community of Mississauga South did on Remembrance Day last 
Friday. 


As a new member of the legion, I meet new comrades each time I 
go. On Friday, it was Phil and George from the Queen's Own Rifles; 
parade marshal Norm; RCMP officer Ben, who laid the wreath with 
me and taught me how to march in parade; feisty World War II 
veteran Vic Morrow, and many others. 


I owe special thanks to legion president Kim Reinhart, the ladies' 
auxiliary—whose shepherd's pie was a huge hit—and the entire team 
that helped make Branch 82's Remembrance Day ceremonies such a 
fitting tribute to our local heroes. 


Lest we forget. 


AIRLINE INDUSTRY 


Hon. Gerry Byrne (Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte, Lib.): 
Mr. Speaker, with the unanimous passage by the House of Commons 
of my motion concerning airline passenger rights, every Canadian 
expected the government to enhance protection for the millions of 
paying customers who travel on airlines each and every year in this 
country. 


The entire Conservative cabinet stood along with every govern- 
ment backbencher to vote for a Canadian airline passenger bill of 
rights, but before they had time to sit back down in their seats, the 
Conservatives had already changed their minds on the whole affair. 
No legislation was ever produced. 
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Since that time, the European Union has enacted strong legislation 
to protect airline passengers. In the United States, just weeks ago, the 
U.S. Congress ratified into law tough new regulations that protect 
airline passengers from extended waits while on board an aircraft, 
ensure mandatory compensation for passengers who are bumped due 
to overbooking and set out compensation for baggage delays and 
losses. 


When will the government enact proper airline passenger 
protection legislation? 


kK * 


HUMAN RIGHTS 


Mr. Russ Hiebert (South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, unfortunately there are still many places where 
people do not enjoy the freedoms that Canadians have. 


Lately violence has flared in Egypt at the expense of the Coptic 
minority, who have been attacked and killed in their places of 
worship. Our Subcommittee on International Human Rights has just 
heard testimony about this situation. 


Clearly, more has to be done to protect minority rights. 


First the extremists who plan and carry out these violent attacks 
need to be brought to justice, and the government of Egypt must act 
to physically protect minorities as they go about their daily lives. 


As Egypt heads into elections, the transitional government must 
ensure that these elections are both free and fair, a process that would 
include inviting international observers to monitor the vote. 


When the new Egyptian parliament convenes, the new constitu- 
tion it writes must ensure that the religious freedoms of all Egyptians 
are fully protected in law. 


*K*K* 


© (1405) 
[Translation] 


QUEBEC STUDENT FOOTBALL CHAMPIONSHIP 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, on November 12, 2011, I had the pleasure of 
attending the 36th annual Bol d'or, a major high school and college 
football event that was held in Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles 
for the very first time. 


First of all, congratulations to the winners of the championship: 
the Collège Notre-Dame Cactus, the Collège François-Xavier 
Garneau Elans, the Campus Notre-Dame-de-Foy Notre-Dames— 
winning the first Bol d'or in the school's history—and the Collège 
André-Grasset Phénix. You are all true champions and should be 
proud of your achievements. 


This major football event was organized by the Cégep Limoilou, 
the Collége Saint-Jean-Eudes and the Réseau du sport étudiant du 
Québec. 


I would like to sincerely thank the event organizers and volunteers 
and all the young athletes who helped make this day a true success, 
to the delight of football fans across the Quebec City region. 
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[English] 


FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Mr. Larry Miller (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, last week I got to take in the opening of the annual deer 
hunt. I hunted with two of my sons, my father, as well as some of my 
brothers, nephews and friends. One of my brothers who lives in 
England even flew home for the annual ritual. That is how much 
hunting means to my family and to a lot of people in my riding. 


My mom's four brothers, some in their eighties, along with some 
of their sons and grandsons, made the annual trek up the Bruce 
Peninsula to hunt deer near their childhood home. Just days before, 
my 12-year-old cousin, Hunter Unger of Millarville, Alberta, bagged 
his first deer, a buck. He trained to hunt safely under the watchful 
eye of his father Dave, just as my sons and nephews did. 


In the 1990s the Liberals tried to make criminals out of us and 
tried to make us feel guilty because we loved to hunt. They tried to 
destroy our heritage right to hunt. What the Liberals taketh away, the 
Conservatives giveth back. 


The best Christmas present hunters, sport shooters and farmers 
could receive this year is the abolishment of the long run registry. 
Merry Christmas, Allan Rock. 


**K* 


STATUS OF WOMEN 


Mrs. Susan Truppe (London North Centre, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in the House to express my support for a 
women's group in my riding. Today I am wearing purple along with 
members from both sides of the House in support of the London 
Abused Women's Centre's Shine the Light on Woman Abuse 
Campaign. 


Since its inception in November 2010, the goal of this campaign 
has been to raise awareness around the issue of woman abuse and its 
effect on society. Organizations, schools, neighbourhoods and places 
of worship across London will be asked to participate by wearing 
purple today. 


As parliamentary secretary for Status of Women Canada, I am 
proud that our government has increased funding for women to its 
highest level ever. We are working hard with women across the 
country to end violence against women and girls. 


Since 2007, Status of Women Canada has approved more than 
$30.4 million in funding for projects to end violence against women 
and girls. Further, the Government of Canada contributed $1 million 
to provide women escaping violence with better access to higher 
quality services at women's shelters. 
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I would like to congratulate the London Abused Women's Centre, 
especially executive director, Megan Walker, for shining the light on 
woman abuse. 


CORRE 
[Translation] 


LOUIS TAILLEFER 


Mr. Pierre-Luc Dusseault (Sherbrooke, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to be speaking in the House today to congratulate one of 
my constituents, who has received a great honour. 


Louis Taillefer, a world-renowned specialist in quantum materials 
and superconductors, was recently awarded the Order of Canada. 


A physics professor at the Université de Sherbrooke, Mr. Taillefer 
describes himself first and foremost as a passionate researcher. His 
work and discoveries in this field have been highlighted more than 
once, notably in the most prestigious scientific journal, Nature. 


Louis Taillefer has received many other honours, including the 
Marie-Victorin award from the Quebec government and the 
Premier's Research Excellence Award from the Ontario government. 
In addition, the Canadian Association of Physicists awarded him the 
Brockhouse and Herzberg medals. 


I would like to congratulate Mr. Taillefer on his investiture and his 
excellent work. On behalf of the people of Sherbrooke, I want to 
thank him for his tremendous contribution to research and 
innovation in Canada. 


kok Oe 
@ (1410) 
[English] 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE 


Mr. John Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to 
Sky Country, CPC): Mr. Speaker, today our government followed 
through on a commitment made in the June 2011 Speech from the 
Throne by introducing the Canada-Jordan. Economic growth and 
prosperity act and the Canada-Panama economic growth and 
prosperity act. 


These pieces of legislation, on which our former colleague Stock 
Day worked so hard, are a key part of Canada's ambitious pro-trade 
plan that is opening new markets and creating opportunities for 
Canadian business and jobs for Canadian workers. 


We will eliminate tariffs on the vast majority of Canadian exports 
to Jordan, directly benefiting Canadian exporters and workers. We 
will also eliminate tariffs to Panama on over 99% of Canadian non- 
agricultural exports through duty-free access to that market. 


Our Conservative government will continue to implement our job- 
creating, pro-trade plan because we know that through deepened 
trade we are strengthening the financial security of Canadians by 
creating new jobs and promoting economic growth. 


wk * 


CANADIAN AUTO WORKERS LOCAL 195 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to acknowledge the 75th anniversary of 


CAW Local 195. This local is a pioneer of the union movement in 
Canada as the first chartered auto worker union. Today 195 includes 
over 70 different bargaining units and approximately 7,000 
members. 


Since its inception, local 195 has been at the forefront of the 
struggle for unity, progress and justice for workers in Canada. Its 
history is one of securing meaningful victories on pensions, wages, 
health and safety in the workplace, issues that still represent central 
aspects of its continuing work. 


Local 195 is also a tremendous community partner supporting 
important local charities and service organizations like the United 
Way, the Canadian Cancer Society and the Unemployed Help 
Centre. Local 195's legacy of giving back is impressive. 


I want to commend Gerry Farnham, president, for his extra- 
ordinary leadership and thank every member of local 195 for their 
ongoing commitment to improving our community. Local 195 first 
and foremost. 


XX *% 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Brent Rathgeber (Edmonton—St. Albert, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, two NDP MPs are in Washington, D.C. today, undermining 
the Canadian economy and attacking good jobs in Canada. That is 
just wrong. 


Canadians gave our Conservative government a strong mandate to 
stay focused on what matters to Canadians: jobs and economic 
growth. As we have consistently said, the Keystone XL pipeline will 
create thousands of jobs and billions of dollars in economic growth 
on both sides of the Canada-U.S. border. 


The NDP opposes creating jobs and is attacking Canada abroad. 
New Democrats chose to side with a small group of radical 
environmental activists protesting against our energy resources. 
They are too willing to abandon Canada's interests and sacrifice over 
622,000 jobs in the process across Canada. 


The oil sands are a proven strategic resource for Canada that 
creates jobs and economic opportunity for Canadians in all provinces 
and regions of our great country. Undermining the economy and 
attacking Canadian jobs are yet more worrying examples that the 
ineffective and disunited NDP is unfit to govern Canada. 


* 4x * 


CAPE BRETON ISLAND 


Hon. Mark Eyking (Sydney—Victoria, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
House and most Canadians know that Cape Breton Island is a special 
place. Now the wonderful island has been chosen number one in 
North America and number three in the world by Travel & Leisure 
magazine. The island has won this prestigious award because of its 
beauty, culture and hospitality. 


Celtic Colours is one event that showcases these qualities. It 
attracts over 20,000 visitors from 21 countries around the world. 
Celtic Colours International Festival is a nine day event that presents 
the finest of local and international Celtic artists. 
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One of our most famous visitors, the late Alexander Graham Bell, 
stated: 
I have travelled the globe. I have seen the Canadian and American Rockies, the 


Andes and the Alps and the highlands of Scotland, but for simple beauty, Cape 
Breton outrivals them all. 


I rise today to recognize all the attendees and volunteers who have 
made this year's Celtic Colours and the island such a special place. 


KK * 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mrs. Patricia Davidson (Sarnia—Lambton, CPC): Mr. Speak- 
er, today the NDP is in Washington attacking Canadian jobs and 
undermining the economy. This is on the heels of NDP president and 
leadership contestant Brian Topp reaffirming his call for a 
moratorium on .oil sands development. It is clear where New 
- Democrats stand. They actively oppose creating jobs and are happy 
to attack Canada when they travel abroad. 


The Keystone XL pipeline will create thousands of jobs and 
billions in economic growth on both sides of the border. The NDP 
chooses to side with a small group of anti-Canadian radical 
protestors and is willing to sacrifice over 622,000 jobs across 
Canada. 


Our government will continue to promote Canada and the oil 
sands as a stable, secure, reliable and ethical source of energy for the 
world. Undermining the economy and attacking Canadian jobs are 
yet more worrying examples that the ineffective, disunited NDP is 
unfit to govern. 


@ (1415) 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the number one priority for Canadian families is jobs and 
that out-of-touch government is failing these families badly. Last 
month we learned that in a single month 72,000 full-time jobs 
vanished under Conservative mismanagement, 72,000 families lost a 
breadwinner. 


The finance minister's only plan? On January 1, he will give more 
corporate tax cuts to his friends in the banks and oil companies. That 
is not something Canadian families can take to the bank. The 
government does not understand why time and time again New 
Democrats have voted against the Conservatives blindly handing 
over billions to already profitable banks, big polluters and large 
corporations, with no guarantee that a single job be created. 


Let me tell the Conservatives why. It is because for another 72,000 
families last month it is a failed plan by an out-of-touch government. 
The NDP has its priorities right and we will continue to press for real 
action on jobs and other economic measures that will help middle 
class and poorer Canadian families because we stand with ordinary 
Canadian families. 


**K* 


CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Mr. Blake Richards (Wild Rose, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canadian 
Wheat Board Chairman Allen Oberg has brought his travelling road 


Oral Questions 


show to Ottawa in an effort to silence and deny marketing freedom 
to western grain farmers. 


Mr. Oberg and his directors, aided by opposition MPs, gathered on 
Parliament Hill today to steamroll those farmers who want freedom. 
He is doing a great disservice to the farmers he claims to represent 
by wasting farmers' money on breakfast for the NDP caucus and an 
unnecessary expensive survey. This is in addition to the $1.4 million 
being spent on baseless, self-serving ad campaigns and $100,000 
wasted on a reckless lawsuit in an attempt to keep their outdated 
monopoly. 


How much more of farmers’ money are they willing to risk by 
wasting time and refusing to work with us in the best interests of 
farmers? Not only does Parliament have the right to change 
legislation, our government has the responsibility to deliver on the 
promises we made to Canadians. 


Mr. Oberg and the opposition parties are choosing to punish 
farmers based on their province of residence. It is time they stop 
steamrolling farmers and let them market their own grain. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
[Translation] 


INTERNATIONAL TRADE 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the Prime Minister's about-face on the trans-Pacific 
partnership took many by surprise. Yesterday, the government said 
that it was entering these trade negotiations with the intention of 
protecting our interests, including the supply management system. 
We now know that Canada was not welcome at the talks precisely 
because of our supply management system. Something is not quite 
right. 


What changed? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, Canada's position is always that we will protect and 
promote all our sectors—including our supply management system 
—in free trade negotiations throughout the world. However, this 
government's position and our interests are always better protected 
when Canada is sitting at the table. The other partners have now 
indicated that they wish to have Canada participate, and we intend to 
do so. 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, we do not have anything against the idea of developing new 
markets and we understand the importance of the Asia-Pacific zone. 
That is not the issue. Dairy, egg and poultry farmers are worried. 
They have seen the Conservatives’ contempt for their colleagues in 
western Canada and the Canadian Wheat Board. 


What guarantees is the Prime Minister willing to give that the 
supply management system will not, under any circumstances, and I 
mean any circumstances, be sacrificed for the sake of the trans- 
Pacific partnership? 
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Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, once again, this government's position in favour of supply 
management is well known. However, what the Leader of the 
Opposition said is completely untrue. She said that she was in favour 
of free trade agreements when the NDP opposed every free trade 
measure, whatever it happened to be. The NDP is even opposed to 
our free trade agreement with the United States. This government is 
the only party that promotes increasing our international trade. 
© (1420) 

[English] 

Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the Prime Minister should simply say that supply manage- 
ment is off the table. That is what he should say, but supply 
management is on the table. That is why Canada was allowed in, is it 
not? 


No wonder dairy and poultry farmers are worried. First, the 
government attacked wheat farmers. Next, dairy and poultry farmers 
will be out of luck. 


Is supply management on the table, yes or no? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, this government's position in favour of supply management 
is very well known by producers. It is always our intention when we 
go to the table to ensure we produce, we protect and we promote the 
interests of all Canadian sectors, including supply management. That 
is the position we have taken in all negotiations so far, including 
negotiations with the European Union, that the provinces, including 
Quebec, are a party to. We will continue to advance Canadian 
interests in spite of the knee-jerk opposition of the NDP to any free 
trade agreement, even to trade with the United States. 


Mr. Malcolm Allen (Welland, NDP): Mr. Speaker, prairie 
farmers trusted the government when it promised it would not 
dismantle the Wheat Board without a democratic vote of farmers. 
The Conservatives have turned their backs on prairie farmers and 
denied them the right to vote. 


Now the government is asking dairy and poultry farmers to put all 
their eggs in the Conservatives’ basket and just trust them in trade 
negotiations. - 


How can farmers possibly trust the government to stand up for 
supply management after it sold out prairie farmers? 


Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government 
will continue to defend and promote Canada's interests in every 
sector of our economy, including our supply management system. 


It is obvious the member has not been following recent 
developments. On Saturday, the current TPP members issued the 
long-awaited framework agreement under which negotiations will 
take place. After a review, we determined that Canada can meet and 
even exceed the level of ambition called for without in any way 
compromising Canada's ability to stand up for the supply managed 
sector. 7 


[Translation] 
Mr. Jean Rousseau (Compton—Stanstead, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 


Quebec's dairy farmers and poultry farmers know full well that a 
number of participants in the trans-Pacific partnership forum, 


including the United States, want to see our supply management 
system disappear. Just last week, the minister responsible said that it 
was not in Canada's interest to take part in these negotiations and 
now, all of a sudden, he is changing his tune. 


How can we trust a government that prefers to listen to the 
demands of lobbyists—instead of defending the interests of 
Canadian farmers—and turns a deaf ear to the demands of Quebec? 


[English] 


Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned, 
this past Saturday the partners of the TPP issued their framework 
agreement. We reviewed it carefully and determined that it is in 
Canada's best interests to join those negotiations. I can assure the 
member that we will continue to stand up for the interests of farmers 
and that we will defend Canada's system of supply management. 


CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, facing a 
steamroller of Conservative abuse, prairie grain farmers stood on 
Parliament Hill today to plead for democratic producer control over 
the Canadian Wheat Board. One strong reason for such control is to 
ensure that farmers properly get the money that their grain earns in 
the marketplace. Will the government confirm that at least $100 
million of Wheat Board money that should be distributed to farmers 
instead is being diverted to force farmers to pay for the destruction of 
the single desk? Will the government confirm that misappropriation 
of funds? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the only misappropriation is by the Wheat Board itself in 
taking farmers' money to run a campaign against farmers’ own 
expressed views. Western Canadian farmers have been very clear 
that they want dual marketing, that they want the voluntary option of 
the Canadian Wheat Board. That is why this government was elected 
by prairie farmers, and that is how we are proceeding. 


INTERNATIONAL TRADE 


Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, no one 
accepts the premise of that answer. 


[Translation] 


The Conservatives told the United States and other Pacific 
countries that Canada is prepared to give up its supply management 
system in agriculture. Nonetheless, in this House, the Conservatives 
maintain precisely the opposite. Both statements cannot be true. 
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Is the government not telling the truth to our trade partners, or is it 
not telling the truth to our farmers? Which is it? 
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Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the Minister of International Trade and Minister for the 
Asia-Pacific Gateway has already answered that question. The 
reality is that we have seen the terms of the negotiations for the trans- 
Pacific partnership and they allow us to defend and promote all of 
our interests, including supply management. 


This government is always seeking to increase our international 
trade by promoting all our sectors in international free trade 
negotiations. 


[English] 


Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, that answer 
simply means he is getting ready to slash the tariffs. 


Trade failures abound with the government. It wants so badly to 
surrender control of Canada's perimeter to the Americans but it is 
getting nothing back: no pipeline; no relief from buy America rules; 
U.S. entry fees imposed; marine taxes threatened; Canadian 
taxpayers attacked by the U.S. IRS; country of origin labelling still 
a problem; softwood lumber still a problem; nothing back for killing 
the Canadian Wheat Board; no market access guarantees. 


Are the Conservatives going to concede a perimeter deal with all 
this aggravation continuing? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I do not accept much of the premise of that question 
including, for instance, the buy America provisions. They have gone 
nowhere in the U.S. Congress. The fact of the matter is the Liberal 
Party, when it is in opposition, always opposes our relationship with 
the United States. That is not in the interests of this country. We have 
important negotiations going on with the United States on perimeter 
security and regulatory co-operation. Of course, we will not get 
everything we want, but that does not mean we will not continue to 
dialogue with our American friends and ensure we protect and 
advance Canadian interests. 


[Translation] 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the F-35 procurement process has become a real joke. That 
aircraft is so expensive and so full of flaws that, except for Canada, 
no one wants to buy it. The U.S. Secretary of Defense, Leon Panetta, 
even said yesterday that the Americans might withdraw from the 
program. Only one person still believes in the future of that aircraft: 
the Minister of National Defence. 


When will he finally open his eyes and realize that Canada is 
being ripped off? 
[English] 

Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government and our closest military allies 


understand the importance of this program to the protection of our 
sovereignty. 
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Canada is not the only country among our closest allies warning 
critics of the damage their reckless plans would cause to the military 
and aerospace workers. I am pleased that Defense Secretary Panetta 
is taking similar action to warn Congress of the reckless shortsighted 
implications such proposals would incur. 


If the opposition had its way, it would cancel the equipment our 
air force needs and would put some 80,000 Canadians out of work. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): We 
know that our CF-18s need to be replaced by 2018 or 2019. Last 
week, the Associate Minister of National Defence said that Canada 
was part of the crusade for the F-35s. Why is the minister stubbornly 
pursuing his crusade for a program that has been bound to fail from 
the beginning? Why is the minister stubbornly pursuing this crusade 
when all the other countries, including the United States, are backing 
out? Why will the minister listen only to Lockheed Martin's 
promises and why does he not have a plan B? 


[English] 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the only crusade is the crusade to malign a very : 
important asset for our young men and women who actually use the 
equipment, and also to maintain our Canadian sovereignty, as well as 
to create jobs. 


The member opposite is stuck in a time warp of useless rhetoric, 
misinformation and misrepresentation about the benefits to Canada 
of the F-35 program. 


Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the U.S. defense secretary now says that because of 
ballooning costs, it may be time for the U.S. to hit the eject button on 
the F-35 deal. Israel, Australia, Turkey and Norway are still 
reconsidering their purchases. So much for the minister's repeated 
claim that our allies are united and with us on the F-35s. 


The government is out of touch. The minister is out of the loop. 
Canadians are out of patience. Will the government finally put this 
contract out to public tender? 


© (1430) 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member opposite is wrong. 


F-35s are coming off the production line. Pilots are flying the jets. 
Sixty-five Canadian industries are benefiting from the program. Jobs 
are being created. Our men and women will eventually get the 
equipment they need to do the job that we require them to do. 


Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, it is clear to everyone that the Conservatives have blown 
this file totally. 
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The F-35 price tag balloons every time another country drops its 
order. With the Americans now talking about also pulling the plug, 
the death knell is ringing louder and louder for the F-35s. 


When will the minister finally admit the F-35s are an untendered 
procurement boondoggle in the making? I ask the minister again, 
when will the government put this contract out to tender? 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, there was a tendering process. It may not be 
something the hon. member across would accept. 


I am pleased to remind the member opposite that the acquisition of 
the F-35 represents our government's commitment to ensuring 
Canadian sovereignty while producing the kind of equipment that 
our men and women need to do their jobs effectively and to achieve 
mission success. 


* x * 


FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, police 
chiefs across the country want to keep the gun registry data for 
reasons of public safety. Victims of crime want to keep the gun 
registry to protect public safety. 


Now we hear the Conservatives have buried their own report that 
says abolishing the registry will weaken border controls and 
facilitate gun trafficking throughout Canada. 


Why is the government endangering public safety by opening the 
floodgates for arms smuggling and proliferation of weapons across 
Canada? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
that is rich coming from a member who voted against increasing 
penalties for those who imported firearms into this country illegally. 


In respect of the analysis presented by the officials, it is 
misleading. It is flawed. Contrary to the suggestion made in the 
analysis, neither Bill C-19 nor the previous Bill C-391 remove any 
controls on the import of firearms. 


Canadians gave our government a strong mandate to end the 
wasteful and ineffective long gun registry once and for all, and that is 
exactly what we are doing. 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, we 
actually voted for that bill. 


Just yesterday the Minister of Public Safety invited New 
Democrats to “work together and actually help police officers”. 
We New Democrats think that is a great idea. Police chiefs have said 
they want to keep the gun registry data, and they want to keep 
firearms from flowing across the country. 


Will the minister stop dividing Canadians and work alongside 
New Democrats to actually help police officers fix the gun registry 
and keep this valuable data? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 


our government has introduced legislation to scrap the wasteful and 
ineffective long gun registry once and for all. 


Our legislation will destroy the records which are inaccurate and 
unreliable, and becoming increasingly so over time. If given the 


chance, the opposition would once again use the data in order to 
target law-abiding citizens, when in fact what it should be doing is 
helping us target criminals. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Mr. Speaker, what we 
do not understand is why a senior official in the public safety 
department is saying that abolishing the firearms registry could lead 
to increased smuggling of illegal weapons across the Canadian 
border. This specialist is also saying that eliminating the registry will 
dangerously hinder the work of police officers when it comes to 
tracing firearms. 


The government says it wants to fight serious crime, but 
considering the action it is taking, anyone can quickly see that it 
is not walking the talk. The Conservatives' approach is completely 
illogical. | 


Will this government listen to the provinces, police chiefs, victims 
and, now, its own advisors for once? 


[English] 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
as I indicated at committee earlier this morning, the analysis 
presented by this official is misleading. It is flawed. Contrary to the 
suggestion made in the analysis, neither Bill C-19 nor the prior bill 
removed any controls on the import of firearms. 


The member is deliberately trying to paint a different picture than 
is actually true. 


*** 
[Translation] 


INFRASTRUCTURE 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, a confidential inspection report from 2010 shows that a number of 
sections of the Champlain Bridge are in mediocre condition, are 
deteriorating rapidly or must be replaced right away. Entire 
structures need to be rebuilt in 2012-13. The more time goes by, 
the more urgent the repairs become in order to ensure the safety of 
motorists. 


Can the government tell us if it has an action plan to ensure the 
safety of the people using the bridge? 


@ (1435) 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as usual, our government is working based on plans, 
analyses and results. The hon. member is asking us about our plan 
for the Champlain Bridge. We have invested $380 million in this 
infrastructure. Does he think that we would have done that without a 
plan? Come on. 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, it is all very well and good to repair the bridge but, at this rate, it 
will be entirely rebuilt instead of a new one being built. 
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[English] 


The government kept secret a report indicating that there are real 
risks that the bridge may collapse. Workers and their families who 
use the bridge every day should not have to worry whether it will 
collapse right under them. 


If we need to close the bridge, will the minister tell Montrealers 
what they are supposed to do until the new bridge is built? 


[Translation] 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, playing politics at the expense of the people of the greater 
Montreal area is not really our style. Just yesterday at lunchtime, I 
was working with the mayors of Montreal, Longueuil and Brossard. 
Together, we are continuing to work to ensure that the Champlain 
Bridge is safe and that traffic is flowing smoothly. 


While this member wants to scare the public, we are doing the 
work and making sure things get done. Not only are we making sure 
that the existing bridge is safe, we are also going to build a new one. 


Kk * 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Mr. Mare Garneau (Westmount—Ville-Marie, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, we know that this government is often surprised by the 
decisions made by the American government. So I would like to 
inform the government that the American Secretary of Defense, 
Leon Panetta, just spoke with American Senator McCain, to inform 
him that the F-35 program is at risk, meaning that the price of the 
F-35s will be increasing yet again. 


I want to ask the government if there is a Plan B. Is this 
government ready to launch a tendering process and a competition 
that would allow us to save money? 

[English] 

Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, there was a competition between the F-35 and 
another aircraft. The F-35 won the bid and as I understand it directly 
from the U.S. authorities, there is no intention at this point in time to 
pull out from anything. The F-35s are coming off the production 
line. Pilots are flying them. They are being delivered through the 
international partners and our program is on track. 

Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, there was neither competition nor bids. U.S. Secretary of 
Defence Panetta told Senators McCain and Graham that the F-35 
program is too rich for the Pentagon's budget and may be either 
cancelled or reduced severely. 


The U.S. secretary of defence gets it. The U.S. navy gets it. The 
Australian military gets it. 


What is it about this minister that does not get it? When the 
program is cancelled, what is plan b? 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, we are confident that the F-35 program is 
exactly the kind of resource Canada needs today and well into the 
future. We are committed to ensuring that our men and women 
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receive the best equipment they need to do their work and do it 
safely. 


At the very same time, we are concerned as well about the rhetoric 
we hear that is misinformation, miscommunication and misinterpre- 
tation of what Mr. Panetta said. 


XX % 


WATER MANAGEMENT 


Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
Canada's drinking water report card says the government is failing in 
almost every aspect of water protection. 


Only marginal improvements have been made to municipal water 
treatment since the government was first elected, an area where we 
should be investing to help cash-strapped municipalities. 


The report card also gave the government an F for its management 
of water within its jurisdiction, including first nations reserves and 
national parks. 


Does the lack of a national water strategy explain the govern- 
ment's dismal failure in water management? If not, then what does? 


© (1440) 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government is 
working with first nations in respect of water and waste water, 
building on our water action plan. 


We released the results of the national assessment of water and 
waste water systems in first nations communities in July. We are 
working with first nations to improve and expand operator and 
manager training and compliance. 


We will be reintroducing first nations water legislation soon to 
create endorsable standards and guide investments. We are getting 
the job done. 


Seok ¥e 
[Translation] 
PARLIAMENTARY SECRETARY TO THE PRIME 
MINISTER 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
according to the parliamentary law clerk, the member for 
Peterborough broke the law by asking for documents from the 
CBC. That same week, the Conservatives pleaded guilty to the in 
and out scandal. 


Does this member's interference in the legal progress not prove 
that the member does as he pleases, or is this a more general abuse of 
procedure on the part of the Conservatives? 

Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): It is neither, Mr. Speaker. The member 
for Peterborough was mandated by his constituents to ensure that the 
CBC is accountable. 


[English] 


We on this side of the House applaud the member for 
Peterborough for his hard work on behalf of taxpayers. 
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He was elected, re-elected, and elected again to stand up for 
taxpayers and to ensure that money is being spent appropriately by 
the CBC. He is doing his work and we applaud him for doing so. 

Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the minister does not seem to mind being a mascot on captain 
Peterborough's ship of fools, but this is not about applauding 
someone who is undermining the public broadcaster. This is about a 
member whose behaviour, according to legal experts, is invalid, 
unenforceable and unlawful. The law clerk's message is really clear. 


Is the government about carrying out a kangaroo attack against the 
CBC or does it respect the independence of the courts, and will it 
respect the letter from the parliamentary legal counsel? 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the integrity of the 
member for Peterborough on this issue and standing up for taxpayers 
cannot be challenged by the member opposite who campaigned time 
and again to vote against the long gun registry, stood in his place and 
betrayed his constituents. 


The member for Peterborough campaigned on and asked for a 
mandate to come to Ottawa and fight for taxpayers. He kept his 
word. 


This member asked for a mandate to come to Ottawa and defeat 
the long gun registry, and he betrayed his constituents. 


I will stand by the member for Peterborough every single day of 
the week. 


XX % 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Kennedy Stewart (Burnaby—Douglas, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
Keystone XL will send thousands of Canadian jobs across the U.S. 
border and substantially increase oil sands emissions. It will lock us 
into the export of bitumen for decades. Yet, the government only 
listens to its oil lobbyist friends. 


President Obama decided this pipeline needs more public input 
and study. When will the Conservatives stop blindly backing risky 
pipelines and instead commit to an energy strategy that puts 
Canadian jobs and the environment first? 


Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I was appalled to hear that NDP members are actually 
going to the U.S. to advocate against Keystone. They are flying to 
our largest trading partner to denigrate a project that employs 
hundreds of thousands of Canadians, generates billions of dollars of 
economic activity, and funds social services like education for our 
children and health care for our elderly. It is a disgrace. 
[Translation] 

Ms. Laurin Liu (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
U.S. State Department has good cause to delay the decision on the 
Keystone XL project. There are concerns about climate change. It is 
obvious that the rest of the world gives little credence to this 
government's public relations efforts -concerning the oil sands. 
Without regulations, our environment is being polluted and our trade 
relations are suffering. 


When will this government realize that it takes more than an 
ethical oil label to hide its failure to protect our environment? 


Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, since being appointed as Minister of Natural Resources, I 
have travelled to Europe, Asia and the United States to defend our 
interests and to support Canada's jobs and economy. 


When the NDP travels abroad, its agenda is to campaign against 
Canadian industry, which employs hundreds of thousands of 
Canadians. It is probably the most bizarre international relations 
strategy I have ever seen, and it proves that the NDP is not fit to 
govern the country. 


© (1445) 
[English] 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE 


Mr. Ed Holder (London West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, today the 
Minister of International Trade tabled both the Canada-Jordan 
economic growth and prosperity act, as well as the Canada-Panama 
economic growth and prosperity act. These pieces of legislation are a 
key part of our government's ambitious pro-trade plan that is opening 
new markets for Canadian products and services. 


More importantly, it would create opportunities for Canadian 
businesses and create jobs for Canadian workers. Quick passage of 
this legislation means more jobs in London, Ontario and more jobs 
across Canada. 


Would the minister please explain to the House why these pieces 
of legislation are critical to creating economic growth and prosperity 
in Canada? 


Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank 
the member. He works very hard for the businesses— 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


Hon. Ed Fast: Mr. Speaker, free trade agreements with Jordan 
and Panama are a key part of our job creating, pro-trade plan. I was 
proud to table this important legislation this morning. 


Despite the NDP's ideological opposition to trade, our government 
will continue to pursue our pro-trade plan because open markets 
create new opportunities for our farmers and small businesses— 


The Speaker: Order. I am afraid all that applause ate up quite a bit 
of the minister's time. 


The hon. member for Nanaimo—Cowichan. 
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SERVICE CANADA 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the government finally found a way to improve service scores: it 
changed the rules. The government is directing employees to not 
even mention the Service Canada hotline to clients. 


The fact is that Canadians contacting Service Canada are facing 
unacceptable delays and the government is refusing to address the 
problem. 


When will the Conservatives reverse their plan to cut more 
employees at Service Canada? 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the facts are exactly the opposite 
to what the hon. member has just said. We are working to improve 
our services to Canadians at Service Canada. 


We are automating both the call systems and the EI processing 
systems, so that Canadians can access the benefits that they need 
more efficiently, more effectively and in a more affordable manner. 
We are automating things so that will happen. 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the minister has simply automated her talking points. 


The reality is that service automation is already happening and it 
is clearly not the answer. The minister should face reality and 
acknowledge that Canadians deserve better service. 


A new report by Roy Romanow recommends increasing 
accessibility and standardizing eligibility for EI programs. For too 
many, after paying for years, help is not there when they need it. The 
government is failing on access to employment insurance. 


Will it commit today to fix it? 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, during the recent global 
recession we took significant steps to help the unemployed. We 
brought in an extra five weeks of benefits for all. We made it 
possible for people to access more training so they could get new 
jobs. We brought in a whole range of initiatives to help the 
unemployed get back to work. We also brought in extra people to 
make sure that their applications were processed quickly and 
efficiently. 


Sadly, despite the protestations to try to help the unemployed, the 
NDP voted against every single one of those initiatives. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Claude Patry (Jonquiére—Alma, NDP): Mr. Speaker, time 
is passing but the Minister’s words never change. Since July, she has 
been feeding us the same lines, even though reality tells us the 
opposite of what she says. The NDP has already disclosed figures 
that the government wants to keep hidden: thousands of Canadians 
hang up without speaking to an agent. By eliminating further 
positions, the government is asking Service Canada to do more with 
less. 


Why is the government abandoning working people and their 
families? 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we are trying to help the 


Oral Questions 


unemployed get back into the labour market. We have offered them 
training to prepare them for the jobs of today and tomorrow. 
Unfortunately, all the NDP does is try to make it easier for them to 
get employment insurance, not to access the labour market. It wants 
to have a 45-day work year, but that is not possible. We want to help 
the unemployed get back to work. 


© (1450) 


Mr. Claude Patry (Jonquière—Alma, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Minister can keep saying the same thing all she wants, but the 
system is not working any more and the public are the ones 
penalized by the government’s failure to act. Service Canada does 
not answer all its calls. It already takes too long to receive benefits. 
What will it be like if more employees lose their jobs at Service 
Canada? 


Why is the government refusing to see reality? Why are families 
going to pay the price of the cuts at Service Canada? 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we want to help. people get 
employment insurance benefits. The best way to help them is to give 
them training to prepare them for the jobs of today and tomorrow. 
Then they will be able to support their families. That is the best way 
to help them. 


[English] 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
National Round Table on the Environment and the Economy predicts 
that climate change will cost Canadians up to $43 billion by 2050. 
The government's own advisory panel found that catastrophic 
climate change could wipe out up to 25% of Canada's GDP. 


Right now, the government has no plan to meet 75% of its 
greenhouse gas reduction targets. As we lead up to the world 
conference in Durban, when will Canadians get a real plan? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, our government is indeed balancing the need for a cleaner 
and healthier environment with protecting jobs and economic 
growth. 


The Kyoto protocol does not include major emitters such as 
China, India or even the United States and therefore does not work. 
Canada will not sign on to any new agreement that does not include 
all major emitters. 


We remain committed to reducing Canada's greenhouse gas 
emissions by 17% below 2005 levels and we are achieving that goal. 
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[Translation] 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
international community has been working for 15 years to find 
practical solutions to combat climate change, which is the greatest 
challenge of our day. Protecting forests, green technologies, financial 
mechanisms for the less wealthy countries and accountability for 
outcomes are central to the UN process. 


Why is this government going to sabotage 15 years of work by 
egotistically refusing to live up to its responsibilities? 
[English] 

Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 


Speaker, the reality is, our Canadian delegation has been preparing 
for the 17th conference of the parties in Durban all year. 


In pre-Durban meetings in Mexico City, Washington and Cape 
Town, I have assured other national delegations that, despite some 
significant challenges, I believe we can move our common climate 
change cause forward in terms of both mitigation and adaptation. 


At the same time, I have reiterated our government's decision to 
not make a second Kyoto protocol commitment but to work to create 
a new post-Kyoto agreement— 


The Speaker: The hon. member for London—Fanshawe. 


XX *% 


ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, yesterday the Minister of National Defence said that the matter of 
sexual harassment in the RCMP would have to wait until a new 
commissioner is named. For the brave women who devoted decades 
of service to the Mounties and were sexually harassed by their peers 
and superiors, being told “Now, now, have patience” is an intolerable 
insult. 


Will the government pledge to end this systemic violence not in 
months, not in years, but now? 

Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
I am extremely concerned about these troubling reports. We expect 
all members of the RCMP to carry out their duties with integrity and 
professionalism. Our government is committed to providing all men 
and women in the RCMP with a workplace free of harassment. 


I will be raising this issue with the new commissioner very shortly. 
@ (1455) 
[Translation] 

Ms. Marjolaine Boutin-Sweet (Hochelaga, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 


how can we believe that the Conservatives take this important issue 
seriously when they are asking these women to wait? 


They did not ask for more time before they attacked the firearms 
registry, the Canadian Wheat Board or pay equity. 


This government says it is tough on crime, but when the time 
comes to act it says to be patient. 


Can the minister give us assurances that he will not wait for a new 
commissioner to be appointed before taking the action that is needed 
to help these women? 


[English] 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
our government is concerned about not only the women in the 
RCMP but also about the men who serve in the RCMP. 


I am glad to hear that the member opposite has developed a new- 
found interest in the RCMP given that the member's party has 
consistently voted against giving the RCMP, indeed all police 
officers, the tools they need to do their job. 


I want to call on the NDP not only to speak out against 
harassment, but also to speak out in favour of tools that will ensure 
that we target criminals. 


PUBLIC SAFETY 


Mr. Rick Norlock (Northumberland—Quinte West, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, Canadians are concerned about crime and they gave us a 
strong mandate to keep our streets and communities safe. 


One key promise during the election was to establish new lawful 
access proposals. This is an important measure to ensure the police 
have the tools they need to do their job. 


Could the Minister of Public Safety please update the House on 
the progress of keeping that commitment? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to thank the member for his hard work on this matter. 


We are proposing measures to bring laws into the 21st century and 
give police the tools they need to do their job. In fact, even Mark 
Holland, the former Liberal public safety critic, said he supported 
these important measures. However, the new third party has shown it 
is so out of touch that it now opposes new tools for police. 


I would call on the Liberals to finally stop putting the rights of 
child pornographers and organized crime ahead of the rights of law- 
abiding citizens. 


SENIORS 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, our 
seniors saw millions in hard-earned savings wiped out when the 
Conservatives broke their word and taxed income trusts several years 
ago. Now the government is sticking it to them again. 


Seniors born in 1940 must convert their RRSPs into RRIFs this 
year, but the bottom has fallen out of the market so their RRSPs have 
lost value and some have incurred substantial losses. 


Will the minister allow them to wait to convert their RRSPs so 
they can at least try to rebuild their value? 
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Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it is nice to hear that the opposition actually understands 
some of the challenges that our seniors face. 


We did extend that deadline for seniors during the recession but if 
I recall, all of the opposition voted against that at the time. It matters 
not what we put forward to help seniors, because the opposition 
tends to vote against it. 


We have actually done a great amount to help seniors prepare for 
their retirement. We encourage the opposition to support some of 
those measures. 


kK * 


CANADIAN NORTHERN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
AGENCY 


Mr. Dennis Bevington (Western Arctic, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Comptroller General found that 21 out of 47 contracts awarded by 
CanNor were sole-sourced and that 17 of the 21 were awarded 
without justification. 


The Comptroller General also found evidence of contract splitting 
to avoid competition. 


The questions are clear. How much was spent when CanNor broke 
the rules? Who received the money? Who is going to take 
responsibility for this mishandling? 


Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of Health and Minister of the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as I stated many times, we accept the recommendations 
coming from the auditor. We are addressing those recommendations. 
This was the process audit. 


* + *% 


JUSTICE 


Mr. John Williamson (New Brunswick Southwest, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, our government is proposing responsible measures to 
protect families and individuals. The safe streets and communities 
act would impose tougher sentences on pedophiles, drug dealers and 
the most violent young offenders. Meanwhile, the opposition wants 
to treat honest farmers and duck hunters like fugitives, but it opposes 
tougher sentences for dangerous criminals. 


The justice committee has held eight meetings on Bill C-10 and 
has heard from over 50 witnesses. Yet the opposition parties have 
begun to filibuster to further delay these important measures. 


Can the minister please inform the House about our government's 
efforts to strengthen Canada's justice system? 


@ (1500) 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, at committee, opposition 
members are back to their basic philosophy and ideology. They are 
opposing jail time for serious sexual offenders who prey on our 
children, drug dealers who set up dangerous meth labs in residential 
neighbourhoods and arsonists who burn people's homes but yet are 
eligible to serve their sentences in their own houses. 


However, they are going further. They are upset that criminals 
bringing cocaine and heroin into this country will be facing 
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mandatory sentences. We disagree with them. They are completely 
wrong. When are they going to start standing up for victims for a 
change? 


[Translation] 


VETERANS 


Ms. Annick Papillon (Québec, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it seems the 
budget cuts at the Department of Veterans Affairs are going to be 
deeper than the minister had given us to believe. 


The veterans’ hospital at Sainte-Anne-de-Bellevue, the last one 
managed by the federal government, is to be transferred to the 
Government of Quebec. That will be 1,300 fewer employees in the 
department, in addition to the 500 positions being eliminated as 
announced last week. 


How can we hope that our veterans will receive the same quality 
of service if the Department no longer has any employees to deliver 
it? 


Is this how the Conservatives thank the veterans who have served 
Canada? Is this how they listen to them? 


Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, we have one priority, and that is to serve veterans, and in 
particular the veterans at St. Anne’s Hospital, who receive 
exceptional care. That is why we have initiated talks with the 
Government of Quebec to ensure that our veterans continue to be 
provided with exceptional services. I have visited that hospital on 
two occasions—I was there on Saturday—and I observed the 
professionalism of the staff and their dedication to our veterans. 


We are going to ensure that our veterans in St. Anne’s Hospital 
and our 10,000 beds across the country receive first class care. 


XX *% 


SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, the government’s supplementary estimates propose ideolo- 
gical cuts of more than $160 million in a dozen departments and 
agencies. The Parliamentary Budget Officer himself admitted that he 
is unable to identify all the cuts that have been made and are to 
come, including $60 million in the Department of Human Resources 
and $7 million in the Economic Development Agency for the 
Regions of Quebec. 


Can the Prime Minister tell us where he is going to slash and 
guarantee, particularly to the unemployed and businesses in Quebec, 
that they will not be the ones who suffer from these secret cuts? 
[English] 

Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, we are obviously seeking to ensure that every dollar of 
taxpayer money is spent wisely. We think it is tremendously 
important that we return to balanced budgets, so that we do not get 
into the same situation that Greece, Italy and Spain find themselves 
in. Step by step, we will get it done and protect the core 
competencies that people depend on, whether it is health care, 
education or supports for our seniors. 
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[English] 
KEEPING CANADA'S ECONOMY AND JOBS GROWING 


ACT 


The House resumed consideration of Bill C-13, An Act to 
implement certain provisions of the 2011 budget as updated on June 
6, 2011 and other measures, as reported without amendment from 
the committee, and of the motions in Group No. I. 


Mr. Mark Adler (York Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the NDP 
calls for increased stimulus spending and yet it voted against the 
stimulus package when it was introduced. It is clear what the 
opposition plan is for Canada. We only need look at Ontario from 
1990 to 1995 for a sneak preview. The NDP's failed tax and spend 
philosophy continues today with demands for more freewheeling 
deficit spending and higher taxes that would kill jobs. 


Budget 2011 is the right plan for the right time. This government 
has taken all the right steps and we must build on that advantage, the 
Canadian advantage. While our plan is working, the opposition 
suggests that we need to raise taxes and increase spending. 


I listened with great interest recently to the member for Toronto 
Centre when he addressed the Economic Club of Canada. I can tell 
members that we have seen this movie before and it does not end 
pretty. The member for Toronto Centre wants to take us back to the 
future. As we all know, when that member became premier of 
Ontario, he inherited a $20 billion deficit. When he left office it was 
$60 billion. His first budget had a $670 million shortfall, his second 
$1 billion and his third $1.6 billion. From his time as the NDP 
premier of Ontario, Canadians know about his government's dreadful 
economic record: higher debt, higher taxes and higher unemploy- 
ment. By the time he left office, he had raised taxes for every income 
bracket. People making more than $67,000 faced the highest 
marginal tax rates in North America and the rating agencies had 
downgraded Ontario's credit worthiness. 


This is exactly what we could expect from an NDP government. 
Clearly, it is not fit to govern. We cannot afford to listen to the 
opposition, the “nattering nabobs of negativism”. We would rather 
listen to those who have some experience with such matters, such as 
the IMF, Forbes, the World Economic Forum, the OECD, the 
Economic Intelligence Unit and the G20 Young Entrepreneurs’ 
Alliance, all of whom recognize that Canada possesses something 
that many countries around the world today consider a precious and 
rare commodity, stability. 


I call on the opposition to do the right thing for Canada and 
support this budget. 


@ (1505) 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the negative nabob caucus, I 
will ask a question, and God forbid I delve into the world of 
negativism. 


I want to ask about the tax credits that the member has been 
talking about. When the Conservatives talk about these non- 
refundable tax credits, they talk about them in the sense that they 
will benefit all Canadians, when, as our leader, the member for 
Toronto Centre, the one who the member picked on, quite rightly 


pointed out that many of the vulnerable members of our society will 
not be able to benefit from this credit because it will be non- 
refundable. | 


Why can the government not make these non-refundable tax 
credits to caregivers, firefighters and so forth, refundable? It is a 
specific question. It is just about that. 


Mr. Mark Adler: Mr. Speaker, I am on the finance committee and 
we had just finished pre-budget consultations and we travelled 
across the country. From firefighters to child care providers to 
business groups, they all supported our government's economic 
action plan to create jobs with a low tax plan. 


It is clear that the member's party is totally out of touch. The 
speech that his leader gave last week would clearly taking us back to 
the future. The people of Ontario have the dreaded experience of 
living under that kind of leadership once and he wants to bring to 
Canada what he brought to Ontario. | 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
was also on the finance committee with the member and it is not true 
that everyone agreed that the way the government was going forward 
was the right way. The proposed tax credits would not benefit 
everyone. They would not benefit people who do not have enough 
money to actually benefit from a tax credit. Many people and many 
organizations ask that the tax credits be made refundable. 


Would my hon. colleague just confirm whether he believes that 
everyone really agrees with what was proposed? 


Mr. Mark Adler: Mr. Speaker, my hon. friend has done an 
absolutely fine job as vice-chair of the finance committee. 


On May 2, the people of Canada gave us a very strong mandate. 
We ran on a plan and the people of Canada accepted that plan and 
gave us a strong, stable, national Conservative majority government 
to implement it. Tax credits were part of that whole plan. The people 
of Canada spoke and gave us the opportunity implement that plan. 


@ (1510) 


Mr. David Sweet (Ancaster—Dundas—Flamborough—West- 
dale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to ask the member a question 
because we have had so many questions on these tax credits. 


We have the workers' tax benefit, often called WITB, introduced 
by the Minister of Finance. We have also raised the personal 
exemption multiple times to ensure that lower income people do not 
pay any tax. We have tried to do the best we can to target those 
initiatives to lower income people. 


There was never a tax credit in previous governments for physical 
fitness or for the arts and now we are offering that. 
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Combined with these other benefits, would the member not agree 
that these cover the whole gamut and that all of our initiatives, 
collectively, are moving forward, not only to address issues of 
middle-class families but also of lower income families, with 
different programs? 


Mr. Mark Adler: Mr. Speaker, yes, my hon. friend is absolutely 
right. We looked at the whole budget in its totality and people. We 
stand with average Canadian families who have kids or who have 
grandparents they need to look after and these tax credits would help 
in that effort. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to speak against Bill C-13, An Act to implement certain 
provisions of the 2011 budget as updated on June 6, 2011 and other 
measures. 


This bill does not give us what we need. When the Standing 
Committee on Finance travelled and heard from witnesses, we saw 
that this bill is out of touch with reality. 


For example, last month, we lost 72,000 jobs. The government 
continues to say that everything is fine. 


This bill came out a long time ago. It does not take into account 
everything that is going on now. It does not take into account that 
1,400,000 people are currently unemployed. If we include people 
who are discouraged and who have stopped looking for work, that 
number is nearly 2 million. That is huge. 


Yet the government says that everything is fine, that it is carrying 
on as planned and that it will not make any changes to what it put 
forward, even though some economists have suggested investing in 
infrastructure and helping seniors by increasing their pensions. The 
government is still doing none of that. 


Last summer the youth unemployment rate was 17.2%. That is 
much higher than before the recession, when it was 14%. 


Once again, the government is not really looking at the numbers 
or at reality. It is completely out of touch with reality and with the 
people. And that is what we are seeing with those who are outraged 
as well as with the Occupy Montreal and Occupy Ottawa 
movements. People do not understand why this government is not 
listening to them. They protest, yet the government is still not 
listening. 


And when it comes to household debt, for every dollar earned, a 
person owes $1.49. That is a ratio of 150%. How can the average 
family find a way out? : 


And what is the government's solution? It lowers taxes on big 
business. We have seen that lowering taxes on big business does not 
help those without an income. 


Instead of moving in that direction, the government should listen 
to certain economists and even the Conference Board of Canada, 
who are saying that the gap between rich and poor is growing. And 
we have seen it. 


Quebec's consumer protection bureau is also saying that lowering 
taxes on big business is contributing to this wealth gap. The 
government is sticking its head in the sand and refusing to budge. 
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If we look at the OECD figures, economic growth over the past 20 
years has benefited the rich more than the poor. Bill C-13 is 
inadequate. 


We want leadership and a vision for the economy. Why not invest 
in a green economy that is geared toward the future? 


We can offer projects and research and development programs that 
could help Canada get ready for the future, for an economy that will 
not only bring us wealth and economic growth, but also provide 
wealth for our children and protect the environment. 


The government has nothing for that. 
We want concrete results. 


To get back to the bill and the amendments we are proposing, the 
government tends not to want to debate or discuss the issues. We see 
that in the case of Bill C-10, and as far as Bill C-13 is concerned, 
everything is mixed together. All sorts of things are combined and 
we are told to just deal with it. 


I sit on the Standing Committee on Finance, and we got an 
explanation for Bill C-13 while we were on a pre-budget tour. This 
illustrates the government's bad faith. 


@ (1515) 


In this bill, one part addresses the $2 per vote subsidy. 
[English] 


Part 18 of the bill would amend the Canada Elections Act to phase 
out quarterly allowances to registered parties. 


[Translation] 


At a time when the government is completely out of touch with 
reality and people no longer trust certain politicians—especially on 
the other side of the House—the government is now eliminating a 
tool linked to the fact that people vote. It is an important tool. The 
reason why we are in the House today is because people voted for 
us. If we do not belong to a big political party, or if we have ideas but 
not the financial backing, things can be very difficult. We know that 
those on the other side of the House who stand for election already 
have a great deal of money because they are in government. They 
have their friends. There is a lot of payback. 


The reason for the $2 per vote allowance was to prevent big 
business from funding election campaigns. It was to create a 
separation and give a voice to the people. This government is doing 
the opposite. 
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The $2 per vote allowance is an important equalizer that gives all 
parties, regardless of their presence in Parliament, a fair chance at 
equal participation in a general election and campaign. It is also a 
tool that rolls back the power of big money in influencing the 
outcome of elections and the policy agenda. It reflects also the 
support of voters and increases their motivation to vote. What we are 
doing right now is going against that. It rewards parties for 
convincing people to vote for them, therefore ensuring that parties 
have a message that is meaningful to all voters. It is also a way of 
facilitating a campaign donation. 


The government says that if people have money and believe in the 
party, then give money to that party. Not everyone has money, but 
everyone has a right to vote and their vote should count. If people are 
poor or unable to pay their bills at the end of the month, they do not 
think of sending contributions to a political party. However, if they 
go out and vote and they know their vote helps the party, even 
though it does not win, even though it is not in government or even 
not sitting in the House, at least people feel it is something they have 
done and it helps someone else, without having to take the money 
out of their wallet, if they do not have any, and having to help the 


party. 


Again, the Conservatives are successful in raising money because 
they are in government, so it is helping their friends and their friends 
helping them. That is why there is a policy right now. With this 
budget, the Conservatives are helping the big corporations, which 
are already profitable, by giving big corporate tax cuts. 


There is a lack of understanding of what is happening with the 
population. There is a disconnect between the government and the 
population. For people who want their voice to be heard, the 
government is shutting them down and telling them their vote does 
not really count. 


@ (1520) 


[Translation] 


One thing is really disturbing. I stood for election in 2008. People 
told me that they voted for me. It was important to them that their 
vote count. It was also important to them that this advance 
democracy in some way. Now, this government is making us take 
a step backward. 


With the votes that I garnered I was able to continue. It helped my 
party and moved things forward. This bill is anti-democratic for 
people with new ideas who do not yet have a party. This 
government's bill is a setback for democracy. For that reason, I 
will be voting against the bill. 


[English] 
Hon. Steven Fletcher (Minister of State (Transport), CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I listened to the member's speech and regrettably he has 


it wrong. When it comes to the economy, Canada is doing better 
relative to other nations. 


What I found particularly interesting were his comments on the 
per vote subsidy. People are forced to make this subsidy. The 
government is getting rid of that subsidy because people should 
voluntarily choose which party they want to support financially. 


The member does not seem to understand that the taxpayers pay 
for the subsidy, and the taxpayers are all Canadians. Canadians are 
forced to support parties they do not want to support. 


The fact is the Conservative Party will be hit the hardest, because 
we get the most votes of any party, but we are doing it on principle. 


Will the member realize that people should not be paid or go to the 
ballot box for money reasons? The member has suggested that 
people vote to get money for a party? People should vote because it 
is the right thing to do. They should vote because people have made 
tremendous sacrifice, including with their own lives, so that we have 
the right to vote. People should vote because they believe in policy 
issues. 


Will the member change his opinion on the per vote subsidy? 
[Translation] 


Mr. Hoang Mai: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the minister 
for his question. I disagree with his position that Canada must pay 
and that, here, this is unfair. 


Tax credits for donations to political parties are another way to 
subsidize. 


[English] 


It is a subsidy. If the government gives a tax credit for donations, it 
is the same thing. Canadians are also paying for that. 


We are saying it is important for people who do not have money, 
for the poor, who actually want to contribute and who know that 
their vote will help the party and the person for whom they vote. 
That is worth defending. We are saying it is democratic. This helps 
democracy move forward. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I have a question for the hon. member for Brossard—La Prairie, 
whom I would like to thank for his very interesting speech. I also 
found the $2 per vote issue very interesting. I think that perhaps the 
minister of state does not understand the system. In fact, as the 
member for Brossard—La Prairie said, corporate donations were 
replaced by a simple public process with funding allocated based on 
the number of votes at the polls. 


[English] 


This system is exactly based on the voter choosing where the $2 
goes, whereas the larger amount of tax dollars that the government 
does not seem to want to touch come from all of us. Whether we like 
or not, if someone donates $400 to a political party, we as taxpayers 
will give them back $300. 


I would like the hon. member's thoughts on how we can persuade 
the government that it is removing the exact part of the system that 
works best and is keeping tax dollars going to political parties that 
are far less democratic. 
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@ (1525) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Hoang Mai: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the hon. 
member for her question. 


[English] 


We are trying to convince the government. We have pushed for an 
amendment to the bill. We have explained to the government why it 
is important. 


I totally agree with my hon. colleague in terms of the $2 per vote 
subsidy helping the party. It is more democratic, it helps in terms of 
money and it costs less than all the tax credits. 


Basically, it is very important for our democracy. It is very 
important for us who are here and who are elected that the votes we 
get are translated into something that makes Canada move forward. 


Hon. Steven Fletcher (Minister of State (Transport), CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to take this opportunity to discuss Bill 
C-13 and point out that it clearly illustrates how the government is 
keeping its promise to Canadians. 


As we all know, Canadians have weathered some difficult 
economic times over the last several years. The government has 
taken unprecedented action to help them through this challenging 
world environment. Indeed, we are seeing reassuring signs 
throughout the economy, though the international economy is still 
fragile. 


The next phase of Canada's economic action plan builds on the 
government's record by announcing new measures for families and 
additional support for communities. This includes encouraging 
hiring by providing a temporary hiring credit for small business of 
up to $1,000 against a small firm's increase in its 2011 EI premiums, 
or those paid in 2010. The plan also includes an extension of active 
or recently terminated work-sharing agreements by up to 16 weeks 
so companies can avoid layoffs by offering EI benefits to workers 
willing to work a reduced work week while their company recovers. 


Our government is focused on supporting Canadian families with 
a range of targeted measures that will help Canadians find and hold 
on to good, high paying jobs, while improving the quality of the 
lives of Canadians in big and small communities across the country. 


Other areas that we are working on include assistance for remote 
communities that often lack the same level of services as larger 
centres. Our government is taking measures to address this 
unfortunate reality. For example, we propose to strengthen the 
health care in rural communities by supporting family physicians, 
nurse practitioners and nurses who make the choice to practise in 
underserved or remote communities. Today's bill proposes to forgive 
a portion of the federal share of the Canada student loans for new 
family physicians, nurse practitioners and nurses who practise in 
underserved rural or remote communities, including communities 
that provide health services to first nations and Inuit populations. 


Starting in 2012-13, practising family physicians will be eligible 
for federal Canada student loan forgiveness of up to $8,000 per year 
to a maximum of $40,000. Nurse practitioners and nurses will be 
eligible for federal Canada student loan forgiveness of up to $4,000 
per year to a maximum of $20,000. By bringing doctors and nurses 


Government Orders 


into our rural communities, we are helping all Canadians access 
essential health services no matter where they live. 


The other part of the action plan deals with firefighters. The next 
phase of Canada's economic action plan recognizes the invaluable 
contribution that volunteer firefighters make every day to the safety 
and security of their communities. Specifically, Bill C-13 proposes a 
volunteer firefighter tax credit, a non-refundable tax credit on an 
amount of $3,000, for volunteer firefighters who perform.at least 200 
hours of service in their communities during the year. This credit will 
provide up to $450 in tax relief to eligible firefighters who volunteer 
in this often thankless task. Eligible volunteer firefighters who 
currently receive honorariums in respect to their duties as a 
firefighter will be able to choose between the new tax credit or 
existing tax exemptions of up to $1,000 for the honorarium. 


The president of the Canadian Volunteer Fire Services Associa- 
tion, Martin Bell, called the tax credit “wonderful news” and said 
that the tax credit would contribute significantly to the capacity of 
volunteer fire departments to protect lives and property. 


Budget 2011 also keeps our commitments for the future of the gas 
tax fund. 


@ (1530) 


In 2007 we extended the gas tax fund by four years, delivering 
$11.8 billion in gas tax funding from 2007 to 2014 for infrastructure 
in cities and communities. 


In 2008 we committed to making the gas tax fund permanent. 
In 2009 we doubled the gas tax fund to $2 billion a year. 


In 2010, despite challenging economic circumstances, we pledged 
to protect the gas tax fund. 


In 2011, this legislation, Bill C-13, contains a permanent annual 
investment of $2 billion in municipal infrastructure through the gas 
tax fund. 


The gas tax fund provides predictable, long-term infrastructure 
funding for municipalities, allowing them to better protect their 
future infrastructure investments. 


Given the current environment, the number one issue for this 
government is to get people back to work which will help grow our 
economy. 


Temporary measures in support of the economic recovery were 
included in the economic action plan to reinforce the substantial 
support the government already provides to job creators. The 
measures in this bill will build on that momentum, laying the 
foundation for long-term prosperity by encouraging business 
investments that are necessary to sustain economic growth. This 
includes extending the accelerated capital cost allowance treatment 
for investments, manufacturing, and processing machinery and 
equipment for two years to support the manufacturing and 
processing sector. 
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As members are aware, providing support for families and 
communities helps to ensure Canadians benefit from the opportu- 
nities and wealth that long-term growth creates no matter where they 
live. 


The government is showing its commitment to help families and 
communities. It has stood up for all Canadians to help ensure that 
their needs are addressed through a wide variety of tax reliefs and 
targeted investments. 


Canadians should be proud of how the government has responded 
to these challenges today. We are far better off today than we were 
even a few years ago, and we are well-positioned to deal with the 
issues that are ahead. 


Canadians need the skills to participate fully in society and to 
secure Canada's position as a leader in the global economy. Further 
action is required and we are taking that action. 


Canada is the best country in the world to live. We are living at the 
best time in human history. We are doing far better than most in the 
world. The government will ensure that in the future we remain the 
best country to live. A strong economy is key to that and to the 
quality of life for Canadians to ensure that every Canadian can reach 
their full potential as human beings. 


May God keep our land glorious and free. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Pierre-Luc Dusseault (Sherbrooke, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to ask the government member a question. 


He keeps telling us that tax credits are important and that there are 
a number of them. I would like to know what he thinks about the fact 
that the poorest people in the country will not have access to these 
tax credits. I would like to know what he would say to them. In fact, 
they are the ones who need the most help and they are the ones who 
are unable to take advantage of these tax credits. 


What is the government's exact position? Is the government 
thinking of changing its position? It is quite important to allow these 
people to have access to tax credits. They would be very useful to 
these people who really need them. 


@ (1535) 
[English] 


Hon. Steven Fletcher: Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, this is an area 
that the NDP has had historic challenges understanding. When we 
reduce the tax burden on middle-class Canadians, job creators and 
corporations, that helps grow the economy. It empowers individuals 
financially and allows them to make the best decisions for 
themselves. 


The less tax that people pay to the government, the more the 
economy will grow. The faster the economy grows, the strength of 
that growth helps people in low income situations. It helps the 
government invest in priority social programs that benefit all 
Canadians, including those with low incomes. It helps Canadians 
deal with the socio-economic challenges the member alluded to. 


It is important to have a strong economy to protect Canadians and 
our environment. That is what tax credits do. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to continue with that question. 


The Conservatives have, for a while now, talked about how much 
they care about firefighters. One of the things they wanted to do was 
to provide this tax credit. 


The problem as we see it with the tax credit is that they are being 
very selective in terms of the volunteer firefighters they are helping. 
The equipment and the energies, along with the resources that our 
volunteer firefighters put in is quite significant. 


The question is, why would we not be providing some benefit for 
low income firefighters? The government is doing it for the higher 
income, why not the lower income? By having a tax credit, the 
government is not allowing them to have any benefit. 


Why is there different treatment for those who are more well off 
than others? 


Hon. Steven Fletcher: Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned in my 
remarks, the tax credit has been described by members of the 
firefighters association as wonderful. They have been very 
complimentary. It is what volunteer firefighters have asked for. 


The previous Liberal government had that opportunity, to bring 
forward some sort of financial recognition to firefighters. It chose not 
to. This Conservative government chose to recognize the contribu- 
tion volunteer firefighters make in our communities. 


I would also point out that if the member was serious about the 
financial recognition for firefighters, he would support this budget 
instead of voting against it. 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I just want to compliment our 
minister on his response to that hypocritical question by a member of 
the Liberal Party. 


We met, several times, with volunteer firefighters and with chiefs 
of fire departments across this country who stated very clearly that 
they were begging the former Liberal government when it was in 
power for 13 long years to do something to help them. What did the 
former Liberal government do? Nothing. 


I want to compliment the minister, and I want him to explain how 
the new family caregiver tax credit will benefit people regardless of 
whether the Liberal Party or the NDP vote for it. 


Hon. Steven Fletcher: Mr. Speaker, I accept with humility the 
comments from the parliamentary secretary. 


It is really the parliamentary secretary who should be praised for 
her excellent work in pre-budget consultations, and her work as a 
police officer. This parliamentary secretary knows very well the 
needs of Canadians right across the board, particularly firefighters 
and police officers, the very people who keep our communities safe. 


I appreciate the question regarding the caregiver tax credit. 
Caregivers help make our society better, and certainly help 
individuals and their families. Some financial recognition of that 
will go a long way to helping families. 


Again, I just want to say that the parliamentary secretary has done 
an outstanding job in pre-budget consultations, and that is why— 
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@ (1540) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order. Resuming 
debate, the hon. member for Etobicoke North. 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to speak to Bill C-13, particularly because it affects low 
income Canadians and fails to address health problems, including 
chronic cerebrospinal venous insufficiency and rare disorders. 


Specifically, Bill C-13 deliberately excludes low income Cana- 
dians from programs such as the family caregiver tax credit. If 
people quit their job to take care of a sick loved one at home, they 
likely would not qualify for any benefits as the Conservatives have 
put in place a minimum threshold to qualify. I think it is 
unconscionable to deliberately exclude the very people who are 
most in need of help. It important to remember that one of 
Canadians' most deeply held values is fairness. 


How then can Canada be one of the few developed countries . 


without a national student nutrition program? Sadly, one in five 
Canadian children lives below the poverty line which may lead to 
poor nutritional status and poor child health outcomes. Canadian 
children from all income brackets are vulnerable to inadequate 
nutrition. Many children go to class hungry as 40% of elementary 
students and 62% of secondary school students do not eat a 
nutritious breakfast. 


Hungry children cannot learn. Their learning capabilities are 
affected by how recently they have eaten. Malnutrition in early life 
can limit long-term intellectual development. Moreover, Canadian 
children and youth experience unprecedented rates of type 2 diabetes 
and obesity because they do not have the knowledge to make healthy 
food choices and do not have access to the healthy food they need 
for health and learning. 


The Toronto Foundation for Student Success has more than 600 
schools in Toronto, 142,000 children and youth, and 3,000 
community volunteers with a total of 20,350,000 meals served 
annually. Toronto research has found that student nutrition programs 
reduce absenteeism, suspensions and expulsions by 50%; improve 
performance on standardized literacy and numeracy tests; dramati- 
cally impact credit accumulation in secondary school, which is a key 
indicator of graduation; create a sense of belonging and improve the 
morale of schools. Toronto research showed that the health impacts 
include: increased consumption of fruit, vegetables, whole grain 
foods, and healthy eating habits which prevents diabetes, high blood 
pressure and obesity. 


Student nutrition programs are needed in aboriginal, remote and 
rural communities, and the same behavioural learning and health 
impacts are found in all communities. 


Feeding Our Future showed that 78% of grade 10 students, who 
reported eating morning meals most days, were on track to complete 
their diploma, meaning they earned 15 or more credits versus 61% 
who went without food. 


The Boston Consulting Group, BCG, has shown that on average 
each high school graduate contributes an extra $75,000 annually to 
the economy. If providing food at school increases graduation rates 
by just 3%, based on the BCG figures, a national school meal 
program implemented in Canada's high schools at a cost of just 
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$1.25 a day would result in a net payback of more than $500 million 
annually. 


Outside Canada school meals are viewed as an investment rather 
than a cost. Improving child and youth nutrition, health and social 
development feeds regional economic development. 


For example, in Brazil food is a constitutional right. A massive 
national program feeds 47 million students at 190,000 schools each 
day. Access to nutritionally adequate and safe food is a right of every 
individual. Therefore, I think it is incumbent upon each of us to fight 


for a national school nutrition program for all of our children. 


@ (1545) 


I would like to address a second item missing from the budget: 
funding for clinical trials for chronic cerebrospinal venous. 
insufficiency, or CCSVI. 


After much resistance, the federal government announced this 
summer that it would fund clinical trials for CCSVI. This was 
welcome news for Canadians with MS and for their families. 
However, this decision took far too long to arrive at, and, since the 
announcement, no plan has been provided describing how the 
government plans to establish these trials. 


I want to be very clear: right now, all we have is announcements; 
what we need is action. Canadians with MS cannot afford to wait, as 
any delay possibly means more damage. 


Mr. Speaker, 30%-50% of MS patients who are untreated worsen 
by one EDSS score in one year, and 50% with relapsing-remitting 
MS later develop a progressive form of the disease for which there 
are no drugs. The reality is that one month can mean the difference 
between walking and not walking, or between living independently 
and living in care. 


CIHR has recommended a phase I/II clinical trial, which is usually 
undertaken to assess safety. However, angioplasty is an accepted 
standard of care practice and routinely used for many conditions. 
The U.S. Food and Drug Administration has accepted the basic 
safety information for angioplasty, since it has already approved 
three double-blind phase II clinical trials, which are already being 
conducted in the United States. There is no need for a phase I trial in 
Canada. It will waste time and money and would provide nothing 
beyond what is already known worldwide about this procedure. 
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What is needed is an adaptive phase II/III trial, which would 
permit a rapid and seamless transition from the phase II trial— 
subject, of course, to interim assessments of safety and efficacy—to 
a full phase III trial. This approach would still address all the 
regulatory requirements and answer all the key safety and efficacy 
questions, but it would also save time and cost. 


Moreover, we need experts who are actively engaged in diagnosis 
and treatment of CCSVI on the CIHR's expert working group. 


I would like to address a third omission from the budget. 


Some 2.7 million Canadians are affected by rare disorders such as 
cystic fibrosis, sickle cell disease and thalassemia. Most rare 
disorders are difficult to diagnose and are chronic, degenerative, 
progressive and life-threatening. 


Families who face rare disorders lack access to scientific 
knowledge of their disease and to quality health care. They face 
difficulties and inequities in accessing treatment and care. 


Canada is one of the only developed countries without a policy for 
rare disorders. As a result, Canadian patients are frequently excluded 
from many clinical trials and often have delayed access to treatment. 
Moreover, Canadian patients cannot always access drugs available to 
patients elsewhere. Only a fraction of the drugs approved in Europe 
and the U.S. are brought to Canada. Going forward, let us all commit 
to working together to develop a national policy for rare disorders. 


I wish there were more time. I wish there were time to address the 
cuts that have decimated Environment Canada, particularly its 
adaptation group. Eight were fired in June, and twelve of 17 have 
received workforce adjustment letters. Many of these scientists share 
part of the 2007 Nobel Peace Prize for climate change. 


Adaptation science is the bridge between climate predictions and 
practical applications. Why, then, would the minister cut climate 
impact and adaptation scientists? Does he really think an investment 
of $149 million will truly counter the problem? When will the 
Minister of the Environment restore activities in the Environment 
Canada adaptation group so that the economic well-being, health and 
safety of Canadians will be protected? 


@ (1550) 


Mr. Mark Strahl (Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the member spoke a lot about medical issues, and I know 
those are close to her heart. 


I met recently with officials of the MS Society in my office here in 
Ottawa. They thanked the government for the family caregiver tax 
credit and said it was a step in the right direction. 


I want to ask my colleague specifically about the enhanced 
medical expense tax credit, which would remove the $10,000 limit 
on the amount of eligible medical expenses that may be claimed on 
behalf of a financially dependent relative. As a result of her concerns 
about the medical system, will she vote in favour of the bill, since it 
would provide an excellent enhanced medical expense tax credit that 
would benefit thousands of Canadians? 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Mr. Speaker, at first the hon. member 
mentioned the family caregiver tax credit, and I will pick up on that. 


I represent one of the most diverse ridings in the country. We rank 
about fifth. Many of my families are newcomers. They face many 
challenges in coming to Canada. They face the challenge of learning 
a new language, of adapting to a new culture and particularly of 
finding a job. 


My families often work two to three jobs just to put food on the 
table for their children. If the choice is between buying a $5 litre of 
orange juice and a $2 double litre of orange pop, the choice is clear 
to a family trying to stretch each dollar. 


The reality is that many of these families will never meet the 
requirement that the government has put in place to receive that 
caregiver tax credit. 


Mr. Bruce Hyer (Thunder Bay—Superior North, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I have great respect for the member for Etobicoke North. 
She has a fine brain and a warm heart and she is always worth 
listening to, so I thank her for her excellent speech. 


She talked about two things, children and medicine, things she 
cares about and knows about, and there is a sense of urgency. She 
mentioned that time is running out; it is not the eleventh hour, it is 
the hour. 


I wonder if the hon. member is aware of the book The Spirit Level, 
by Wilkinson and Pickett, which uses scientific data to show why the 
Scandinavian countries and Japan are far ahead of us in health and 
welfare for children and adults, why the United States is the worst of 
the developed countries and why we are sliding toward that model. If 
she has not read it, I recommend it to her, to every Canadian and to 
every member in the House. 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague, for 
whom I also have great respect. 


To bring in the international perspective, and I will do it regarding 
food, in Sweden children between the ages of six and 16 receive a 
hot meal each day under laws set by the national food administra- 
tion. Pupils choose from three entrees, a vegetarian dish and a salad 
bar with at least five fresh choices. Milk and bread are also served. 


In Japan children aged six to 15 receive school meals. A 
government initiative aims to ensure 50% of the meals are made with 
local ingredients. The UN world food program and school feeding 
programs encourage hungry children to attend school. 


Feeding these children helps them concentrate on their studies. 
Food attracts hungry children to school, and an education broadens 
their options, helping lift them out of poverty. 
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Canada has provided $25 million a year since 2003 in support of 
the world food program. We need to fight for a national nutrition 
program here. 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day (Charlesbourg —Haute-Saint-Charles, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for her very interesting 
speech on health, among other things. 


Five million Canadians do not have access to a family doctor and 
73% of Canadians without a family doctor depend on emergency 
rooms or walk-in clinics for front-line health care. Canada is ranked 
26th out of 30 industrialized countries when it comes to the number 
of doctors per capita. Could the hon. member tell us about their plan 
to address this situation? 


@ (1555) 
[English] 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Mr. Speaker, health care has to be an 
absolute priority. Going forward, I would like to see a vision for 
health care in this country coming from the government. In the last 
few years, government members have hardly uttered the word 
“health”. 


kK *RK* 
[Translation] 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Before we resume 
debate, I have the honour to inform the House that a message has 
been received from the Senate informing this House that the Senate 
has passed the following bill: 


[English] 


Bill S-3, A third Act to harmonize federal law with the civil law of 
Quebec and to amend certain Acts in order to ensure that each 
language version takes into account the common law and the civil 
law. 


Resuming debate, the hon. member for Brandon—Souris. 


kk*%x 


KEEPING CANADA'S ECONOMY AND JOBS GROWING 
ACT 


The House resumed consideration of Bill C-13, An Act to 
implement certain provisions of the 2011 budget as updated on June 
6, 2011 and other measures, as reported (without amendment) from 
the committee, and of the motions in Group No. 1. 


Mr. Merv Tweed (Brandon—Souris, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is a 
privilege and honour for me to stand to speak about the next phase of 
Canada's economic action plan. When I was preparing my notes for 
these comments, I could not help but realize that many things have 
already been done prior to part two of this action plan, and I want to 
touch on them as I move through my comments. 


It is not unknown to anyone in Canada that our government 
believes in lowering taxes. It believes that leaving more money in the 
pockets of people who work, raise families, and create and live in 
and participate in communities is better than having the government 
take it from them and reinvest it in their communities. Often when 
governments do that, they tend not to hear or understand the needs of 
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the communities, and therefore, although the investment was well 
intentioned, the money is quite often misspent. 


It is interesting to note that since 2006 our government has cut 
taxes 120 times. If it is not a record, it is a darn good average. 
Canadians are recognizing that and are benefiting from the removal 
of the tax burdens that were in place before. We have removed over 
one million low-income families, individuals and seniors, from the 
tax rolls. These are the same low-income people we hear members 
opposite talking about and being concerned about. By changing 
thresholds for offering tax benefits, we have removed that many 
people from the tax rolls. That is something everyone in Canada 
should be very proud of. 


We have cut personal taxes, consumption taxes, business taxes 
and excise taxes, and the list goes on. We have reduced personal 
income tax, we have increased the amount Canadians can earn tax 
free, we have introduced the landmark tax-free savings account— 
one of the most important personal savings vehicles since the 
RRSP—and we continue to reduce the small business tax rate from 
12% to 11%. Due to our government's low-tax plan, the average 
typical Canadian family's tax saving is now over $3,000. 


Where do we go from here? What is the next step, and what are 
we presenting to Canadians to provide the security they need to 
continue to invest in their homes, families and communities? We 
have introduced a new family caregiver tax credit and a new hiring 
credit for small businesses. 


I want to mention one measure in particular, because it has a huge 
impact on job creation and on opportunities for the future. 


We have extended the accelerated capital cost allowance that 
allows businesses to invest in new technology and industrial benefits 
for their businesses and create efficiencies not only in production but 
on the environmental side. Since they will be able to write that off at 
a faster pace, they will be more interested in making that investment 
and writing it down as quickly as possible. 


In my previous life, those types of investments would sometimes 
take 20 years to write off, so businesses were always carrying them. 
Whether they were using it or whether it was obsolete, they still had 
to show it. This is one area of support that business communities and 
manufacturers have told us has been tremendous. 


We talk about supporting families. This is probably one of the 
most important issues we deal with. We have introduced a family 
caregiver tax credit that caregivers of all types of infirm, dependent 
relatives—including, for the first time, spouses, common-law 
partners and minor children—can utilize. We have introduced an 
enhanced medical expense tax credit, removing the $10,000 limit on 
the amount of eligible medical expenses that can be claimed on 
behalf of financially dependent relatives. 


We are continuing the eco-energy retrofit program, one of the 
most successful programs we introduced in previous budgets, and I 
hope the opposition recognizes it as a milestone. It allows people 
with lower incomes to find ways to create more efficiencies in their 
homes by reducing their electricity and heating bills, thus making 
their homes more efficient and allowing them to have more money in 
their pockets. 
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Another part of the budget that is very important to me and to 
many of the members is the support that we are offering for seniors. 
Since 2006 when we became government, we have offered $2.3 
billion in annual tax relief for seniors and pensioners. That equates to 
removing over 85,000 seniors from the tax rolls. We have introduced 
pension income splitting so people can split their incomes and pay 
lower taxes and have more money in their pockets to do the things 
they want to do, to do the things they saved for and worked all their 
lives for. 


We have increased the age credit by $2,000. We have doubled the 
pension income credit to $2,000. We have increased the amount that 
guaranteed income supplement recipients can earn through employ- 
ment without a reduction of their GIS benefits. Where does the next 
step take us? Where does phase two of this action plan go? 


We recognize that Canada's seniors not only helped build and 
make our country great, but they continue to do so. Part of our new 
plan is going to enhance the GIS for eligible low income seniors who 
will receive additional benefits up to $600 for single seniors and 
$840 for couples. That will have an impact for over 680,000 seniors 
across Canada. These are important numbers because they reflect the 
number of people who will benefit from this directly. We are doing 
things to help people move forward. 


We have enhanced the new horizons for seniors program. The 
uptake in this program in my constituency of Brandon—Souris has 
been phenomenal. Seniors are reaching out to other seniors to create 
opportunities and learning environments. They are doing things 
together to create a better and healthier lifestyle. We certainly 
support that. 


I mentioned previously about helping families. Extending the eco- 
energy retrofit program definitely will help seniors particularly those 
with a low income. That I have no trouble supporting and I would 
hope that members opposite would support it too. 


One of the great things that has been accomplished by this 
government is that we established the tax-free savings account. That 
has been a tremendous benefit to seniors. 


We talked about volunteer firefighters. I have heard some of the 
debate today. Volunteer firefighters play a huge role in our rural 
communities. They are the people who work in our communities, but 
at the sound of a bell, they leave their work to go and help a 
neighbour, friend, relative, anyone in the community. They often put 
themselves at great risk. They do it for one reason. They do it 
because of their neighbours and families and the communities in 
which they live. Nearly 85,000 volunteer firefighters provide their 
services to protect our lives and property in Canada's urban and rural 
communities, but rural communities in particular rely on volunteer 
firefighters and their professionalism. 


There are many things I want to touch on, but I will finish by 
touching on the government's support for farmers. Farmers are the 
backbone of the country. They have fed the world for many years. In 
this budget we are introducing a new agricultural innovation 
initiative of $50 million to keep us on the cutting edge of agricultural 
innovations. We talk about strengthening the food safety system 
which is very important. We have invested $100 million for new 


training and additional science capacity. We are helping producers 
by extending the accelerated capital cost allowance. 


There are many reasons in the budget for everyone to support it. I 
would ask members to do so. I will be supporting it. 


© (1605) 


Mr. Ted Hsu (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to comment on the eco-energy retrofit program for homes 
which my hon. colleague brought up twice in his remarks. There is a 
problem with it. Let us look at the program from the point of view of 
small businesses which are in the business of retrofitting homes. 
These are businesses that are hiring people and there are many of 
them in my riding. A one-year program is not something that 
businesses can use for planning, hiring and training. 


We put forward a proposal that this program go for five years so 
that small businesses could take advantage of the supposed stability 
of the majority government to actually grow their businesses. At the 
end of five years we could have a viable industry doing energy 
retrofits for homes and helping people save energy and money. 


Is the hon. member disappointed that in this budget bill no thought 
has been given to having a longer period, say five years, for the eco- 
energy retrofit program so that small businesses could count on that 
kind of stability? 


Mr. Merv Tweed: Mr. Speaker, if I understand it correctly, the 
program has been around since 2007. It was introduced by the 
government at that time in a budget. We have seen the benefits of it. 
It has worked tremendously well in many parts of the country. 
Therefore, we thought it was desirable to continue with the program. 


Many people benefited from this. Not only did people have the 
work done, but there was training and job creation in the last four. 
years as well. Those people, particularly young people, were able to 
stay in their communities and continue in the profession they chose. 
They are now prepared to face the future. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would like to get back to the question 
my colleague asked. I do not think his question was answered, 
because I have heard the same concerns about the eco-energy retrofit 
program. The problem is not who created it, when it was created or 
whether it will be renewed. The problem is that contractors and 
voters in general do not know whether the program will survive for a 
year, two years, three, four or even five years. The program would be 
much more effective if people could be certain that it will be around 
for more years. This way, contractors and the public could plan 
renovations over a longer period of time. 


I would like to know whether the government member could tell 
us whether he is satisfied or dissatisfied with the fact that these 
measures are decided on year by year and whether he thinks they 
would be more effective if they were more long-term to allow people 
to plan over a longer period of time. 
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Mr. Merv Tweed: Mr. Speaker, I am not sure how more clear I 
can be. This was introduced in 2007. It is now 2011. The program is 
continuing to operate. The benefits that we have seen in our 
communities have been tremendous not only for the people who are 
utilizing the services, but it has helped keep trained people in those 
new jobs, particularly in the housing industry. It has been a 
tremendous boon. We now have accredited professionals in our 
communities carrying on in the jobs of the future and the 
opportunities that they present. 


@ (1610) 


Mr. Jeff Watson (Essex, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to commend 
my colleague from Brandon—Souris, which is a rural riding. 
Obviously, it is one of our fine western ridings. 


Would the member comment on how this budget, the next phase 
of Canada's economic action plan, speaks to the needs of rural 
Canadians and rural Canada? 


Mr. Merv Tweed: Mr. Speaker, as important as it is when we talk 
about introducing and implementing programs and policies that 
would impact Canadians, I think we all would recognize there are 
differences between the rural and remote parts of Canada and the 
urban parts of Canada and that we have to always be sensitive to 
those differences. 


Many of the things that we have introduced in the budget have 
been things which the rural caucus has brought forward to the 
Minister of Finance and to the government, and they have listened to 
us. That is the most important part. We get things done by working 
together, by listening to our constituents and, at the end of the day, 
producing a product that I hope all members will support. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Annick Papillon (Québec, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to rise today to stand up for New Democrats’ ideals when it 
comes to the economy. With Bill C-13, the Conservatives have 
supported the NDP motion calling for immediate economic action. 
Unfortunately, however, this bill is very simply not enough. 


A lot more has to be done to respond to the legitimate concerns 
that Canadian families have about the economy. The Canadian 
public wants to see real action taken to stimulate the economy, create 
jobs and combat the social inequalities we are facing. And today I 
would like to stress that last point, because, in my opinion, it is 
crucial to understand the economic benefits that are produced by a 
more equal society. 


Income inequality is an important indicator of fairness in an 
economy and has repercussions on other areas, such as crime and 
social exclusion. A study done by the Conference Board of Canada 
shows that Canada ranks 12th out of 17 comparable countries when 
it comes to inequality. In other words, the income gap is wider in 
Canada than in 11 comparable countries. Although Canada’s wealth 
is distributed more equitably than in the United States, Canada’s 12th 
place ranking suggests that it is doing a mediocre job of guaranteeing 
income equality, according to the Conference Board. 


A significant widening of the income gap occurred in Canada 
between 2000 and 2006. Canada is the only country in the 
Conference Board study whose relative score fell between the 
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mid-1990s and the middle of the next decade because of its 
significant increase in income inequality. Statistics Canada recently 
released some income figures. Incomes from the 2006 census show 
an increase in inequality. That study was based on full-time workers’ 
median earnings between 1980 and 2005. The figures show that | 
earnings grew by 16.4% for people with the top incomes, while they 
stagnated for people in the middle income group and fell by 20.6% 
for people in the bottom income group. 


To summarize, from 1980 to 2005, earnings for the top group rose 
by 16.4%, while middle-income Canadians saw their incomes 
stagnate and earnings for the bottom group declined sharply. In the 
richest group of Canadians, the big winners were the super-rich, the 
top 1%. That increase is not attributable solely to wise investments; 
it also stems from the base salaries paid to bank presidents and 
corporate CEOs, which have exploded in recent years. So we should 
not be surprised to see that in recent weeks, income inequality has 
been in the media spotlight. 


The Occupy Wall Street movement, for example, and the 
movements that followed it are a signal that the public is rejecting 
the income gap between the richest 1% and the other 99%. There is a 
widespread fear now being felt around the world that the rich are 
getting richer and the poor are getting poorer. And that fear certainly 
does not seem to be unfounded. For example, a recent study by a 
professor at Berkeley found that income inequality in the United 
States is at an all-time high, even exceeding the levels observed 
during the Great Depression. The example he gives is that the top 
10% of earners in 2007 accounted for nearly 50% of total income in 
the United States. 


In contrast, Denmark and Sweden, which have the lowest levels of 
poverty among children and the working age population, are also 
undisputed leaders in terms of income equality. The relationship 
between social spending and poverty rates has become clearer over 
time. Thus, it is not surprising that these countries have strong 
traditions of redistributing wealth. They have been able to keep 
poverty rates down thanks to a universal welfare policy that has been 
effectively combined with job creation strategies that support gender 
equality and accessibility. That is the example the NDP would like to 
follow, because it appears that the model that this government insists 
on copying is producing extremely disappointing results. 


According to the Conference Board, one reason for the growing 
inequality in Canada is globalization, which rewards highly qualified 
workers while leaving everyone else behind. This situation is also 
largely the result of the interaction between family factors and 
economic factors. The gap is widening considerably between 
families with two highly educated spouses and those that have only 
one breadwinner or those with no one who can work. 
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@ (1615) 


In addition, government transfer programs meant to address some 
of these inequalities are not as effective as they were 20 years ago. 
For instance, fewer workers are receiving employment insurance 
benefits, and social assistance rates do not always mimic the cost of 
living. To date, many of the tax breaks granted by this government 
have disproportionately benefited the wealthy, because they have not 
been applied based on income. They have instead centred mainly 
around lowering the GST and around tax credit programs. 


Speaking of inequality, we must also address the issue of poverty 
in Canada. Once again according to the Conference Board of 
Canada, more than 12% of adult Canadians live in relative poverty. 
That is twice as high as the rates found in Denmark and Sweden. 
Canada ranks 15th out of 17 peer countries in terms of the working 
age poverty rate. Canada's working-age poverty rate increased from 
9.4% in the mid-1990s to 12.2% in the mid-2000s. 


While the NDP has been asking this government to rethink its 
plan to promote employment, a recent OECD report states that 
poverty rates are directly dependent on the ability of household 
members to be gainfully employed. The OECD concludes that the 
failure to tackle the poverty and exclusion facing millions of families 
and their children is not only socially reprehensible, but it will also 
weigh heavily on countries’ capacity to sustain economic growth in 
years to come. 


The relationship between social spending and poverty rates is 
striking. Among working-age adults, the relative poverty rate is 
lower in countries with higher social spending. 


Why so much talk about income inequality and poverty? Because 
there are direct links between inequality and a country's economic 
growth. It is reasonable for there to be a compromise between 
equality and effectiveness so that wealth redistribution does not 
impede productivity. A recent OECD study on income inequality 
notes: 


A society in which income was distributed perfectly equally would not be a 
desirable place either. People who work harder, or are more talented than others, 
should have more income. What matters, in fact, is equality of opportunity, not 
equality of outcomes. 


However, the idea that income inequality reduces the potential for 
growth is real. Income inequality undermines social cohesion, 
leading to social conflicts. A study done by Michael Forster 
highlights new research showing that a society should be concerned 
about income inequality. He says that a number of authors have 
produced evidence that poor income distribution could ultimately 
have a negative effect on economic growth through education, health 
and access to the labour market. 


In a letter published in Le Devoir, Paul Bernard, a professor at the 
Université de Montréal, showed that social investment is a key to 
economic development. To support his position, he cited numerous 
studies that show that social spending does not operate to slow 
growth. In fact, it actually. operates to provide everyone with the 
prerequisites that enable them to participate in the labour market in 
large numbers and on the best terms. This strong participation helps 
to increase the productivity of the economy and means that the taxes 
needed for maintaining those services can be raised intelligently. 


In other words, economic development can be achieved through 
social investment, with the bonus of a healthy additional dose of 
social justice. So we have to look at combating income inequality 
not just as a matter of principle, but also as a practical contribution, 
what social development can and must do for economic develop- 
ment. Providing all Canadians with access to adequate health care 
services, a quality education and social and family services 
appropriate to their situation is what will ensure the long-term 
development of our economy. In other words, we have to redistribute 
wealth in order to create wealth. 


So it seems there is an alternative to this government’s economic 
plan, which is an attempt to stimulate the economy by cutting social 
programs and the services provided to the public under the false 
pretext of contributing to economic growth and helping Canadians 
find jobs. 


This plan does not do enough for the Canadian economy. We need 
a government that demonstrates leadership, today even more than in 
previous years. Canada is not immune to a new recession. That is 
why we cannot stop there. We have to be proactive and redistribute 
wealth in order to create wealth. 


© (1620) 


Mr. Ted Hsu (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
think Canadian corporations have roughly $500 billion in cash in 
their coffers. This does not contribute to investment, economic 
growth or job creation. What is missing from this bill to ensure that 
this money can be used for our economy and the Canadian public? 


Ms. Annick Papillon: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the hon. 
member for his question. This bill lacks more serious measures for 
helping Canadian families. I think that is key. As I was saying, we 
have to put an end to the Conservatives’ erroneous way of talking 
about social spending, spending for social programs and public 
services. It is more of a social investment to invest in an education 
system and a universal health care system. This will then allow us to 
deal with other potential recessions and to keep our heads above 
water. 


[English] 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I commend my colleague across the 
way for her speech. However, I would like her comments on a very 
serious situation that occurred in Quebec. In fact, many of the people 
who probably elected her are familiar with the Earl Jones case. 


As Bill C-13 discusses a securities regulator and there are 
provinces that are on board to try to address this problem, I would 
like to hear what the member says to the victims of the Earl Jones 
case when Joey Davis of the Earl Jones victims committee said very 
clearly, “We support the idea of a single national regulatory body 
overseeing financial organizations”. 
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Ms. Annick Papillon: Mr. Speaker, I will talk about my weekend. 
I watched the documentaries Meltdown: The Secret History of the 
Global Financial Collapse and Inside Job. In light of that and the 
fact that protesters are camping out just a few blocks away from my 
Quebec City office, I can also say that we really have to take the 
downturn more seriously. I do not really see a change in strategy in 
this bill. Unfortunately, I believe that this bill does not contain the 
tools required to deal with potential recessions or economic 
difficulties in this country. That is what I have to say. There are 
solutions. They are found on this side of the House and they can also 
be found among those participating in Occupy Wall Street, Occupy 
Quebec City, Occupy Vancouver. The solutions can be found there. 
We must listen to the people. They have suggestions. I believe that is 
where we must listen to the people. 


Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to ask my colleague what Quebeckers have to say about 
firearms registration in light of the Polytechnique incident that 
resulted in the death of 14 women. The Conservative government 
has eliminated the registration of firearms and has even appropriated 
the registry. It wants to destroy the registry to ensure that the 
Province of Quebec will not even be able to have its own gun 
registry. This is a government that wants to build prisons and put 
everyone behind bars. I would like to hear what my colleague has to 
say about crime and especially about what happened in Quebec. 


@ (1625) 


Ms. Annick Papillon: Mr. Speaker, first I would like to warmly 
thank the hon. member for Acadie—Bathurst for his question. It is 
official; Quebec is concerned. We are concerned that this govern- 
ment does not seem to have a very strong knowledge of economics 
since the budget has to be revised constantly. The government is 
always saying that there will be no deficit when, in the end, there 
will be one. These are reasons for concern; however, we are also 
having difficulty recognizing the values of this government, which 
Quebec does not share. I can tell you that. 


In fact, the firearms registry gave the government, the police and 
organizations that deal with violence against women the power to 
act. The fact that the government will not even transfer the registry to 
the provinces is truly appalling. Moreover, some of my Quebec 
counterparts came to Ottawa to beg the Conservatives, who want to 
abolish the firearms registry, to transfer the registry to the provinces 
so that they can carry on the work. 


Not only is this government failing to do its duty in terms of 
public safety but it will not even allow the $2 billion that was 
invested in the registry to be recovered. If it would, passing the bill 
and abolishing the registry would not be a complete waste. It would 
allow the provinces to do the work. 


[English] 
Mr. Mark Strahl (Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon, CPC): Mr. 


Speaker, it is my pleasure to rise in the House today and speak to Bill 
C-13, the keeping Canada's economy and jobs growing act. 


Thanks to the policies of our government, Canada continues to be 
an economic leader during a period of global economic uncertainty. 
We know that Canada is not immune to the economic storm that 
continues to rage across the globe. That is why our government is 
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launching the next phase of Canada's economic action plan. We are 
taking action that will help Canadians through this period of 
economic uncertainty. 


In the bill we are debating today, I will outline how our 
government is taking measures that will support families and 
communities, promote job creation and economic growth. 


Our Conservative government believes in keeping families strong. 
We believe hard-working Canadians deserve to keep more of the 
money they earn. That is why, since 2006, the government has cut 
taxes over 120 times. As a result, the overall tax burden facing 
families is at its lowest level in nearly 50 years. 


We have removed over one million Canadians from the tax rolls. 
We have increased the amount Canadians can earn tax free. We have 
reduced the GST from 7% to 6% to 5%, putting nearly $1,000 back 
in the pocket of an average family. 


We introduced the universal child care benefit offering families 
more choice in child care by providing $1,200 per year for a child 
under the age of six. We introduced the child tax credit providing 
personal income tax relief of up to $320 in 2011 for each child under 
the age of 18. We introduced the children's fitness tax credit 
promoting physical fitness among children through a credit of up to 
$500 in eligible fees for programs associated with physical activity. 


We brought in the landmark tax-free savings account, the most 
important personal savings vehicle since the RRSP. We eliminated 
the marriage penalty for one-earner families by increasing the 
spousal amount to the same level as the basic personal amount. We 
introduced a registered disability savings plan to help families of 
children with disabilities save for their child's future care. 


For our seniors, we provided more than $2 billion in annual 
targeted tax relief through such measures as pension income 
splitting, increases in the age credit amount and a doubling of the 
pension credit amount. 


In addition, families are benefiting from other new targeted 
measures like the first-time home buyers tax credit, the expanded 
home buyers plan and the public transit tax credit. Due to our strong 
record of tax relief, total savings for a typical Canadian family is 
over $3,000 since this government took office. 


Bill C-13 includes several new measures that are designed to 
support families by leaving more money in their pockets. One of 
those measures is the family caregiver tax credit. 
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The family caregiver tax credit is a 15% non-refundable tax credit 
on an amount of $2,000 for caregivers of loved ones with infirmities, 
including for the first time spouses, common law partners and minor 
children. This proposal has received wide support from those who 
know the challenges faced by families that care for a loved one with 
a serious illness. 


The Canadian Caregiver Coalition said: 


—(CCC) applauds the Federal Budget....The announcement of a Family 
Caregiver Tax Credit demonstrates the federal government's commitment to 
families and the caregiving responsibilities that they assume....We are pleased to 
see the federal government recognizing and furthering the support for family 
caregivers by mitigating their financial burden through this program. 


The Canadian Cancer Society said: 


A new family caregiver tax credit announced in [Budget 2011]...is a good start in 
providing more support for all family caregivers. 


We welcome the tax credit and other measures in the budget as a step in the right 
direction. 


To further assist caregivers, the bill would remove the $10,000 
limit on the amount of eligible expenses caregivers could claim on 
behalf of a financially dependent relative. Surely we can all agree in 
the House that families that care for a loved one are deserving of this 
tax relief. 


In addition to supporting caregivers, we are supporting commu- 
nities. As part of our economic action plan we partnered with 
communities and provinces to build the infrastructure needed to 
ensure long-term economic growth and prosperity. 


In Bill C-13 we are legislating a permanent annual investment of 
$2 billion in the gas tax fund to provide predictable, long-term 
infrastructure funding for our municipalities. On this matter, the 
Federation of Canadian Municipalities said that budget 2011 
“delivered a vital commitment to cities and communities to develop 
a new, long-term federal infrastructure plan”. 


®@ (1630) 


In the next phase of our economic action plan, we will continue 
our efforts to support our local communities, not just through 
infrastructure investments but through a number of other initiatives 
as well. 


To help address the issue of a shortage of doctors and nurses 
working in rural and remote areas, Bill C-13 proposes that practising 
family physicians will be eligible for federal Canada student loan 
forgiveness of up to $8,000 per year to a maximum of $40,000. 
Nurse practitioners and nurses would be eligible for federal Canada 
student loan forgiveness of up to $4,000 per year to a maximum of 
$20,000. 


I am pleased to report that these proposals have also received 
broad support. The Canadian Medical Association said: 


The initiative to address the shortage of primary care physicians recognizes the 
particular challenges of providing health care in rural and remote areas of the country. 


The Canadian Nurses Association added: 


...Canada’s nurses are pleased to see nursing and medical student debt relief as 
well as tax relief for Canadians providing care for family members. 


While Bill C-13 addresses the health of rural communities, it also 
contains important measures to keep our communities safe by 
recognizing the vital role volunteer firefighters play in serving our 
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communities, often putting themselves at great risk for the safety of 
their neighbours. In fact, nearly 85,000 volunteer firefighters provide 
their services to protect the lives and property of Canadians living in 
urban and rural communities across Canada. In recognition of their 
brave service, Bill C-13 proposes a new 15% non-refundable 
volunteer firefighter tax credit on an amount of $3,000 for volunteer 
firefighters who perform at least 200 hours of service to their 
communities during a year. This builds on our government's action 
to ensure first responders receive the proper training to respond to 
emergencies involving hazardous materials. Unfortunately, both the 
Liberals and the NDP voted against this $1 million initiative that was 
contained in budget 2007. 


I hope that this time opposition members will join with our 
government to provide the critical support for our volunteer 
firefighters provided in this bill. The Canadian Association of Fire 
Chiefs said: 


The Canadian Association of Fire Chiefs (CAFC) strongly applauds the 
Conservative government's introduction of a $3,000 tax credit for volunteer 
firefighters in Budget 2011. This is a crucial measure to ensure the retention and 
recruitment of volunteer firefighters which will help keep Canadian communities 
safe. 


Thanks to the policies of this government, Canada has avoided the 
worst of the global economic downturn. Although there remains a 
great deal of uncertainty in the global economy, the IMF is 
maintaining its positive outlook for Canada, thanks to our sound and 
stable economy along with the positive measures taken in the next 
phase of Canada's economic action plan. This is yet another example 
of Canada's global economic leadership, which includes nearly 
600,000 net new jobs created since July 2009, the strongest job 
growth record in the G7; the World Economic Forum, for the fourth 
consecutive year, ranking Canada's banks as the soundest in the 
world; Forbes magazine ranking Canada as the best place in the 
world for businesses to grow and create jobs; the IMF and the OECD 
forecasting Canada's economy will be among the strongest in the G7 
this year and next; and Fitch Ratings, Moody's and Standard & 
Poor's all giving Canada a triple-A credit rating. 


Bill C-13 would provide support to Canadians who care for infirm 
family members. It would support our local communities by 
providing measures to bring doctors and nurses to rural commu- 
nities. It would acknowledge the vital role volunteer firefighters play 
in keeping us safe. It also would support local infrastructure. These 
measures combined would build on Canada's economic leadership 
by ensuring more money stays in the pockets of hard-working 
Canadians and is spent on services that matter most to them. 


We campaigned on the issues contained in Bill C-13 and we are 
keeping our campaign commitments. I am pleased to stand in this 
House and support this bill and I would encourage all hon. members 
to do the same. 
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[Translation] 


Mrs. Djaouida Sellah (Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, because of my background, I am very interested in 
Bill C-13 regarding the partial forgiveness of student loans for 
doctors and nurses. 


I would like to make a comment to the hon. member opposite. I 
listened closely to his speech. This measure is not sufficient to help 
doctors and nurses in rural areas. The criteria—including those that 
may prevent specialists from practising in rural areas—exclude a 
large number of people who are filling the positions we greatly need 
filled across the country. This measure does not really solve the 
problem of the shortage of doctors and nurses. It does not include 
any initiatives to increase registration in medical schools and nursing 
programs. It does not solve the current shortage of front-line medical 
professionals. It simply serves to move health care professionals 
from urban to rural areas. 


[English] 
Mr. Mark Strahl: Mr. Speaker, if the hon. member would look at 


the budget, she would see that we have increased spending on health 
care by 6% per year since taking office, for a total of 36%. 


The provinces will make their own decisions on how they allocate 
their teaching spaces. 


However, this government has not taken the route that the former 
government did by slashing health and social transfers. We have 
continued to invest in those transfers to the provinces so that they 
can make their own decisions on how they will provide teaching 
spaces for people like doctors and nurses. We have broad support for 
this measure, which will encourage doctors, nurses and nurse 
practitioners to serve in underserved rural areas. 


We think the opposition should support this legislation. 

Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I believe the quote my colleague used was 
from Dan Demers, who said: 


We welcome the tax credit and other measures in the budget as a step in the right 
direction. 


However, the second part of it reads: 


But looking forward, we need to continue to work collectively to ensure more is 
done so that all family caregivers in Canada get the financial support they need and 
deserve. 


Unfortunately, with a non-refundable tax credit not everybody will 
benefit. Here-is what the society said: 


The Society also believes that a non-taxable, monthly Family Caregiver tax 
benefit should be established to help family caregivers with costs. 


It also talked about more flexibility and a timeframe for financial 
benefits. 


Obviously, the step in the right direction should be taken a little 
further according to the Canadian Cancer Society. I wonder when the 
next step will be taken. Perhaps the member could comment on that. 


Mr. Mark Strahl: Mr. Speaker, | am a new member to the House 
but I was watching very carefully during the 13 years that the Liberal 
Party was in government. The Liberals did not deliver for Canadians. 
They did not deliver for volunteer firefighters. They did not deliver 
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for family caregivers. They had 13 years to deliver. If only they had a 
little more time, they might have finally managed to bring in things 
that are supported in this budget. 


That member should support the bill. 
@ (1640) 


Mrs. Cheryl Gallant (Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I commend my colleague on his impassioned speech 
with the emphasis on our volunteer firefighters. 


In the past, regular force volunteer firefighters had not supported 
this tax credit initiative but this time they have. I am wondering if the 
member could explain why it is so important? How will volunteer 
firefighters benefit? Could he also explain the type of out-of-pocket 
expenses that our volunteer firefighters endure? 


Mr. Mark Strahl: Mr. Speaker, this provision is well supported in 
Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon. There is a large rural component in my 
riding. The majority of the communities in my riding are served by 
volunteer firefighters. Not only do they give of their time and of their 
resources but they put their very lives on the line for our 
communities. This is the least we can do. They have been asking 
for this for years. Rick Casson, the former member for Lethbridge, 
was a strong supporter of this initiative. We have delivered where 
others have failed to do so. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to speak to Bill C-13, 
Keeping Canada's Economy and Jobs Growing Act, because this 
may be the last opportunity I have to talk about the 2011 budget. I 
would like to take this opportunity to speak more broadly about the 
differences between the Conservative government’s approach and 
the New Democrats’ approach to the economy, which is partially 
addressed by this bill and has also been addressed in other budget 
implementation bills. 


The difference in approach involves macroeconomics. On the 
Conservative side, in general, they applaud tax cuts, particularly the 
ones that benefit corporations. We think this approach is ineffective 
from the standpoint of investment. The reason given by the 
Conservatives when they promise these tax cuts may be reflected 
in the mantra they constantly repeat: that the NDP wants to raise 
taxes by $10 billion. I think the people at home should know that this 
simply means going back to the 2009 corporate tax rate. It does 
amount to nearly $10 billion. But that money is not being stolen 
from anyone’s pocket and is not just going to sit there and do 
nothing. It is for investing in infrastructure. That is the big difference 
between our approach and the Conservatives’. 
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There is at least one situation where corporate tax cuts are 
legitimate, and that is when a private enterprise needs cash in order 
to invest. In that case, a tax cut will, in fact, enable the corporation to 
free up the cash that is needed so it can invest and thus create jobs. 
However, we have to be very aware of what the present situation is. 
In 2001, Canadian corporations were sitting on $157 billion in cash. 
That $157 billion was lying dormant in the banks, in bank accounts, 
and not being invested. 


That $157 billion, already a sizeable amount in 2001, grew to 
$477 billion in 2011. Nearly $500 billion is currently unused, sitting 
in accounts, and not being invested. Corporations may have various 
reasons for not investing. They are understandable. However, a tax 
cut like the one the Conservative government wants to push ahead 
with—a tax cut that would lower the tax rate to 15%—hands cash to 
companies that very often do not need it, because the cash they 
already have is not even being invested. 


So when they say cutting taxes on corporations is going to create 
the jobs we need today and it is part of a grand economic action plan, 
that is entirely incorrect. 


In the present situation, where the country has a major 
infrastructure deficit, it is crucial, in a real economic action plan— 
and I am not claiming that what the government is currently doing is 
a real economic action plan—that we look at what the needs are. In 
this case, we have an infrastructure deficit that is often estimated at 
over $500 billion. This is a problem we have to start solving before 
we move on to completely general measures that often miss their 
mark, precisely because they are general. These measures have to be 
targeted. 


In 2001, the federal corporate tax rate was 28%. That is going to 
be reduced to 15%. When we went from 28% to 15%, we should 
note, that cut did not generate any improvement or increase in real 
investment. That is additional evidence that tax cuts do not 
necessarily produce an increase in investment or in the number of 
jobs. 


It is worrisome to see the direction the government is choosing to 
take with its big economic action measure, which is in fact an 


ideological measure to cut taxes at all costs, because it believes that 


this is going to magically create jobs, even if it is not invested. It is 
funny how the government often laughs at the observations and 
suggestions made by the official opposition, which places more 
emphasis on infrastructure investments. 


I would also like to point out, and this is a crucial point in the 
debate we are having, that even the Department of Finance, in the 
2009-2010 budget, acknowledged the repercussions of various 
measures and acknowledged that the corporate tax cut was the least 
effective measure for creating jobs and economic growth. 


@ (1645) 


For every $1 in corporate tax cuts, about 30¢ in economic growth 
is generated. However, if we take that same dollar and, instead of 
giving corporations a tax cut, we decide to invest it directly in 
infrastructure, we create $1.50 in economic growth for each dollar 
invested. If we take that dollar and we decide to help low-income 
families or the unemployed directly—and again this is the 


Department of Finance saying this, we get $1.60 in economic 
growth for each dollar invested. 


We are talking about measures that are five times more effective 
than corporate taxes. Nonetheless, the Conservative government is 
running off in a direction that has us simply giving away $2 billion 
or $3 billion or $4 billion in tax room to companies that very often 
do not need that money because they have no opportunities to invest 
it. 


I always find it odd when the government blames the opposition, 
any opposition party, because it does not vote for some micro- 
measure, even though it may often be very good for certain people or 
groups in our society. For example, we often talk about volunteer 
firefighters. These are interesting initiatives that we could con- 
ceivably support. However, we do not vote on a budget on a 
piecemeal basis, but on the document as a whole. And if we look at 
the whole budget, at the measures and the direction being taken by 
the government, we find that we cannot support that direction. This 
is why we oppose the budget. We do not oppose it because we are 
against volunteer firefighters—quite the contrary—or caregivers, or 
research and development initiatives. One must realize that, in the 
Conservative budget, these measures only account for a very small 
portion of the money invested and that portion is much less than the 
tax room given to large corporations which, again, will often not 
invest that money. because they have not found any investment 
opportunities. 


I remind hon. members—and we are not the only ones to think so 
—that there is a corollary to this. I am referring to the other direction 
that the government is taking, namely, massive spending cuts at a 
time of economic uncertainty. The last thing we need right now are 
measures that will reduce demand. Yet, these spending cuts—which 
are not necessarily included to improve efficiency but to take aim at 
what are often artificial targets—will result in lower demand, to the 
point where stimulus measures will be even less effective, assuming 
that some were. Currently, BMO Nesbitt Burns, the Conference 
Board of Canada and even the Bank of Canada are opposed to 
government spending cuts because of the decrease in demand that 
will follow. We must support demand in difficult times and we are 
going through difficult times. Generally speaking, Canada is doing 
well compared to other G7 members, but it should also behave 
appropriately when faced with risky situations. We should really 
look at how we can maximize economic performance in our country. 
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We are talking about infrastructure and I have one or two local 
examples. I have talked to voters, to organizations and to the 39 
municipalities in my riding. There are glaring infrastructure needs. 
We have to move in that direction. For example, in Rimouski— 
Neigette, there are needs in terms of recreation centres and municipal 
complexes, including the Saint-Narcisse recreation centre. And yet 
there will be no infrastructure money for them. I am trying to find 
some right now. I am trying to persuade the government to move in 
that direction, but that is not the direction it wants to move in. There 
are roads that need rebuilding, for example in Témiscouata and 
Pohénégamook, in particular, not to mention upgrading water 
systems. For the tourism projects that are of crucial importance, 
upgrading is needed. In particular, the Trois-Pistoles—Les Escou- 
mins ferry is at risk of ending up in permanent dry dock as we speak 
because there is no infrastructure investment for a major tourism 
project in one of the poorest RCMs in Quebec. 


There are infrastructure projects. It is generally agreed that we 
have a major infrastructure deficit in Canada and we need to invest 
in that area. While the government is boasting about investing so 
much in infrastructure over the last two or three or four years, what 
must be recognized is that there would not have been so much 
investment if there had been no crisis. If we will recall, the 
government thought it was losing its grip on Parliament in 2009 and 
unilaterally prorogued it. Ultimately, it followed the opposition 
parties’ direction. That is really the direction we have to move in. 


@ (1650) 


We have to stop adopting ineffective measures like overall 
corporate tax cuts. We have to look at what the economic and 
industrial needs are and think about fixing the infrastructure deficit. 
The federal government is in a position to work with the provinces 
and municipalities to do this. 


Mr. Pierre Nantel (Longueuil—Pierre-Boucher, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to congratulate my colleague on his speech. He 
alluded to the worthwhile measures in this bill, for example the one 
relating to volunteer firefighters, and how our Conservative friends 
are adept at using a few shiny apples to hide a load of rotten apples 
that nobody wants, like the unbelievable intention of eliminating 
funding for political parties. 


Mr. Guy Caron: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my colleague 
from Longueuil—Pierre-Boucher. We have been discussing a budget 
for several weeks now. A budget often contains dozens, hundreds, 
sometimes thousands of measures. There are some that are positive, 
on which we might agree, and others that we oppose. Among the 
others, there are the subsidies or the funding given to political parties 
that my colleague mentioned. This is a fundamental issue, because it 
directly affects the practice of Canadian democracy. We had very 
little time to debate this because it was one measure among the many 
in the budget. 


Ideally, if the government wanted to be more effective and have 
the support of the opposition for this measure, it could present a 
budget piece by piece. That would provide a better idea of the 
philosophical differences or similarities between the parties. 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for his speech. 
I would like to quote some journalists who have clearly said that 
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what the Conservative government is doing corresponds to what 
Quebec wants. The quote is in English. 


[English] 


The Calgary Herald editorial said: 


The $2-per-vote subsidy...weighs heavily in terms of its political significance. The 
measure had a distorted benefit in Quebec for the Bloc Quebecois, that only had to 
campaign in one province. Phasing out the subsidy also forces political parties to do 
their own fundraising, while asking Canadians to back up their beliefs by putting 
their hard-earned dollars behind the parties they support. 


[Translation] 


If this measure is supported across Canada, particularly in Quebec, 
why are this-member and his party opposed to what Canadians and 
Quebeckers want? 


Mr. Guy Caron: Mr. Speaker, in the comments that were made, I 
did not hear any reference from Quebec, but a reference from an 
Alberta newspaper about Quebec. That is quite different. 


The question she asked has to do with a simple mathematical and 
budgetary question. But the issue is much more fundamental that 
that. I am sure that she remembers very well the political party 
financing measure that was adopted along with some fundamental 
changes, reforms to the way things operated. This was to provide 
assistance to the different parties and to allow the expression of a 
democratic vote. 


It is true that this can distort things. The current system can distort 
things. The Conservative government has a majority with less than 
40% of the votes . It would make sense to see some reforms to the 
parliamentary system. That is just part of it. This could also have the 
negative effect of preventing the expression of diverse voices, like 
the voice of our colleague from Saanich—Gulf Islands, whose 
presence and party largely depend on these subsidies or financing. 


@ (1655) 


Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank the hon. member for his speech. In terms of 
government funding for political parties, we are talking about paying 
$1.75 for democracy, which is less than the cost of a coffee and a 
timbit at Tim Hortons. We could talk about the quote from the 
Alberta newspaper that was mentioned by the hon. member for 
Saint-Boniface, but even a country like France says not to do that. 
Canadians should continue contributing to parties through their 
taxes. They are trying to make us believe that people are paying for 
political parties they do not want. For each vote, a political party 
receives an amount that does not even equal the cost of a coffee and 
a doughnut. What is so wrong about that, for the sake of democracy? 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order. We need time 
for a response. 


The hon. member for Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les 
Basques has 30 seconds. 
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Mr. Guy Caron: Mr. Speaker, that question 1s excellent. A sense 
of proportion is also needed. This measure is worth $27 million. The 
Conservatives have spent over $60 million on advertising for the 
economic action plan. It is not a question of cuts here, but rather the 
fact that the Conservatives have an excellent fundraising machine 
that has been put to the test. They do not need a political party 
financing system. They want to use this to weaken the opposition. If 
it were simply a budget measure, we would not be having the 
democratic debate that we are having here today and that we should 
be having. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): It is my duty pursuant 
to Standing Order 38 to inform the House that the questions to be 
raised tonight at the time of adjournment are as follows: the hon. 
member for Montcalm, Disability Insurance; the hon. member for 
London—Fanshawe, Seniors; the hon. member for Western Arctic, 
Aviation Safety. 


[English] 


Resuming debate, the hon. member for Mississauga East— 
Cooksville. 


Mr. Wladyslaw Lizon (Mississauga East—Cooksville, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I am honoured to rise today to speak to Bill C-13, 
keeping Canada's economy and jobs growing act. Canadians gave 
our government a strong mandate to implement our low tax plan to 
help support job creation and economic growth, and we are doing 
exactly that. 


Forbes ranked Canada number one in the world in its 2011 annual 
survey of the best countries for business, for our economic and 
personal freedoms, innovation and relatively low red tape. Canada 
has the strongest job growth in the G7 and the IMF expects Canada 
to continue to have the strongest growth in the G7 through the years 
2011-12. We have the lowest government net debt to GDP ratio in 
the G7 by far. 


The World Economic Forum rated our financial system as the 
soundest in the world. For the fourth consecutive year, our triple A 
credit rating has been renewed because of our economic resiliency, 
very high government financial strength, and low susceptibility to 
event risk. 


Canada's economic record is admirable; however, we do recognize 
there is much work to be done to protect the fragile recovery and to 
help more Canadians return to work. That is why the next phase of 
Canada's economic action plan is so important. We must stay the 
course to protect Canadians from the turbulent economic uncertain- 
ties facing our friends and neighbours around the world. 


Before the global recession hit, our Conservative government paid 
down nearly $40 billion of the debt, bringing Canada's debt to its 
lowest level in 25 years. Our fiscal responsible and aggressive debt 
reduction placed Canada in the best possible position to weather the 
global recession. When the global recession hit, we made a 
deliberate decision to run a temporary deficit to protect our economy 
and jobs, and all parties in Parliament agreed. 


We will continue to be aggressive in our support of job creation. 
We will enhance or extend programs to help businesses keep 
workers, renew programs to help unemployed workers, introduce 
hiring credits for small businesses, support youth entrepreneurs, 


reduce red tape, and legislate permanent gas tax funding for 
municipalities. 


Families will benefit from a new family caregiver tax credit, a new 
children's arts tax credit, and an enhanced medical expense tax 
credit. This builds on top of the action our government has taken to 
support families since 2006. Due to our strong record of tax relief, 
total savings for a typical family are over $3,000. 


Our Conservative government values the contributions made by 
seniors who have made our country as great as it is. That is why the 
next phase of Canada's economic action plan introduces new 
measures to improve the quality of life and expand opportunities for 
Canadian seniors including extending the eco-energy home retrofit 
program, eliminating the mandatory retirement age for federally 
regulated employees, extending the targeted initiative for older 
workers, enhancing the new horizons for seniors program, and 
enhancing the GIS for eligible low income seniors who will receive 
additional annual benefits of up to $600 for single seniors and $840 
for couples, helping more than 680,000 seniors across Canada. 


We will keep taxes low for Canadian families. Our Conservative 
government believes in low taxes and leaving more money where it 
belongs, in the pockets of hard-working Canadian families and job 
creating businesses. 


We have cut taxes over 120 times since 2006, reducing the overall 
tax burden to its lowest level in nearly 50 years. 


We removed over one million low income families, individuals 
and seniors from the tax rolls. 


@ (1700) 


The next phase of Canada's economic action plan continues with 
the government's commitment to support Canadian students. We all 
want students to succeed in the global economy with the help of the 
best education possible. 


We are investing in education in the north, including $9 million to 
expand territorial colleges' literacy and numeracy programs, 
particularly in remote communities. 


We are extending tax relief for skills certification exams and 
doubling the in-study income exemption. 


To further support families and students, we are increasing the 
family income threshold for part-time Canada student loans and 
Canada student grant recipients, bringing the eligibility threshold in 
line with the threshold for full-time students. 
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The government will respect taxpayers and phase out the direct 
subsidy of political parties. We are closing numerous tax loopholes 
that allow a few businesses and individuals to avoid paying their fair 
share of tax. 


There is considerable uncertainty surrounding the economic 
outlook. The key near-term risk is the sovereign debt and banking 
crisis in Europe. This government will continue to implement the 
next phase of Canada's economic action plan to support jobs and 
growth. We will continue to closely monitor the global and Canadian 
economic situation. If the economy weakens significantly, we are 
prepared to respond as necessary in a flexible and measured manner 
to support Canadian jobs and growth. 


In meeting its commitment to return to budgetary balance, the 
government will not raise taxes or cut transfers to persons, including 
those for seniors, children and the unemployed, or transfers to other 
levels of government in support of health care and social services, 
equalization and gas tax transfers to municipalities. 


Going forward, the government will maintain its focus on the 
priorities set out in the next phase of Canada's economic action plan 
by supporting job creation; supporting families and communities; 
investing in innovation, education and training; and preserving 
Canada's fiscal advantage. 


Productive and sustainable investments in these key areas will 
continue to help lay the foundation for long-term economic growth 
and prosperity for all Canadians. 

@ (1705) | 

Mrs. Cathy McLeod (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Revenue, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my 
colleague for that very fine speech. He talked about a number of the 
very important measures. I would like the member to reflect on his 
riding and tell us about some of the things that are going to be of 
huge benefit to the people of Mississauga East—Cooksville in terms 
of moving forward with the budget implementation act. 


Mr. Wladyslaw Lizon: Mr. Speaker, my riding is a very diverse 
riding. It has many young families and those families will benefit 
from measures proposed in this act. The tax credits for arts and 
culture and physical activities will benefit many young families in 
my riding. 


There are also many businesses in my riding. The measures we are 
proposing for businesses in this act are very important because many 
of them will be able to hire new workers and many of them will be 
able to keep workers who are employed now. 


I have had very positive feedback from my constituents regarding 
the proposed bill. 
[Translation] 

Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe (Pierrefonds—Dollard, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, my colleague across the floor mentioned help 
for families, but I really have to wonder what help for families he is 
talking about. | 


Is the member aware or would he agree that the gap between 
wealthy people and those living in poverty is growing? 


What does he really think his bill will do for the families that are 
most in need of support from this government?. The reality is that 
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these families will receive nothing from the tax credits the member is 
boasting about. 


[English] 


Mr. Wladyslaw Lizon: Mr. Speaker, I would like to remind the 
hon. member that we live in the best country in the world. This is not 
a third world country. This is a country where people come every 
year, from around the world, as immigrants. They work hard and 
they are successful. 


Of course, there is always more that needs to be done or that can 
be done, but this is a part of the process. It is not done in one step. 
This is done in a gradual process. That is exactly what the bill and its 
measures would address. 


I would like to stress that this is not a third world country. We are 
the best country in the world and we should all work together to 
improve it. I hope the hon. member will support the bill. 


Mr. Mike Wallace (Burlington, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the hon. member for his past contribution as a leader in the 
Polish community in this country. He has done a very fabulous job 
and I want to thank him for that. 


The Conservative Party committed to implementing these 
different things that we have in the budget bill during the election. 


My question for the member is this. How important is it to him, 
representing his riding, that what we said during the election is what 
we are actually doing here in the House of Commons? 


@ (1710) 


Mr. Wladyslaw Lizon: Mr. Speaker, as my hon. colleague said, 
during the election we actually presented our economic program to 
Canadians. When I was knocking on doors, the issues that were 
important to the people I talked with were jobs, safe streets, a good 
future for our children, and good education. That is exactly what the 
bill addresses. That is why we are working hard on this side of the 
House and that is why we are asking the members on the opposite 
side of the House to support us in working for all Canadians. 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day (Charlesbourg —Haute-Saint-Charles, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, earlier, the Minister of State for Transport spoke 
to us about economic recovery and now the hon. member is talking 
about maintaining the economy. However, under this same 
government, during its reign from 2008 to 2011, between the two 
elections, Canada's debt increased by $10 billion. 


The International Monetary Fund predicts that the rate of 
unemployment will increase in 2012 and, I believe from my reading, 
Scotiabank recently questioned the rosy economic predictions made 
by the United States and Canada last year. 


How can the hon. member tell us there will be economic growth 
and job growth? 
[English] 

Mr. Wladyslaw Lizon: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member asks, how 
can I have confidence? 


This government's record speaks for itself. Our economy is the 
strongest economy among the G7 nations. We are making progress. 
Our financial system is the best in the world. 
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Of course, we are in difficult times. We are connected to the world 
economy and we aïe affected by turbulence in other parts of the 
world. However, we are on the right path and we will keep working 
for the best interests of this country and Canadians. 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Revenue, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to speak 
to Bill C-13, which is part of phase two of our economic action plan 
that has many important elements in terms of moving our country 
forward. 


It is really important that I first start with a brief history of our low 
tax plan for jobs and growth. 


We presented a budget in March 2011 in the House. At that time, 
the opposition did not see fit to support that budget and triggered an 
unnecessary election. During our election campaign, we spoke to 
Canadians throughout the country and told them that we would 
reintroduce the same budget. It was part of our election platform. 


It is important to recognize that this is a budget that had the 
support of Canadians across the country. We are following through 
on our commitment to Canadians, who returned us to the House with 
a strong, stable majority government. 


In June of this year, we reintroduced our bill, Bill C-3, and before 
the House rose for the summer, we were able to implement very 
important measures, such as increasing the guaranteed income 
supplement for seniors. Now it is fall, there are many elements left 
and this is our opportunity to continue that very important work. 


Members of the finance committee had the opportunity to look at 
the bill in great detail. As we all know, it is a very big bill and we 
went through it paragraph by paragraph, looking at all the different 
measures. Unfortunately, I do not have time to talk about all the great 
measures, but I would like to focus on and highlight some of the 
things that are incredibly important for Canadians. 


The first thing I would like to highlight is the rural and remote 
riding forgiveness for student loans in terms of health care services. 
It is important to look at a statistic. According to the Society of Rural 
Physicians of Canada, 31.4% of Canada's population, or roughly 
nine million people, live in predominantly rural regions. Towns 
under 10,000 account for 22.2% of the population, but they only 
have 10% of the physicians. Right there we see a big problem. MPs 
and people who live in Toronto, Ottawa and larger settings recognize 
and often speak about the challenges in getting a family doctor and 
access to care. If we look at what is happening in rural communities, 
it is absolutely compounded many times over. 


There have been historical challenges in terms of recruiting 
doctors and nurses to small areas. One situation we need to look at is 
if someone were in an accident in Ottawa, an ambulance would 
quickly come to take the person to a hospital, where there would be a 
team of doctors and an operating room waiting. Residents in 
Princeton, British Columbia, as one example, may receive a notice 
on Friday saying that there are no doctors available to be on call for 
emergencies on the weekend and if they have emergencies, they 
should drive three hours to the nearest hospital because the hospital 
cannot staff the emergency room. This is happening many times 
throughout our country and our government recognizes that things 
need to be done. 


The other thing that was happening was the lack of physicians was 
pitting community against community, with each one sort of upping 
the ante in terms of enticing physicians to go there. This is an 
important measure that will level the playing field so a physician or 
nurse who chooses to go to Pemberton, Lillooet or any small 
community will have the same advantages. It is prevents commu- 
nities from pitting one against the other. 


The Canadian Medical Association indicated that roughly 900 
doctors and 1,600 nurses who graduate annually are in debt to the 
Canada student loans program. It is estimated that the average 
medical student graduate with a debt load in the order of $100,000 
will be eligible to have $8,000 per year written off their loans to a 
maximum of $40,000, while nurses and nurse practitioners will be 
eligible for a $4,000 per year writeoff to a maximum of $20,000 if 
they undertake a stint in a remote community. 
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During the election I had an opportunity to talk to nursing students 
in our local university and rural physicians. I asked them if this was 
an important measure. Without hesitation, every one of them said 
that doctors were enticed to come to their communities. They would 
love the community, the career, the opportunities and the beauty and 
believed that they would stay. They were thankful for this important 
measure. 


It is important to note that this is only one of many measures. It 
really builds on the $39.5 million in funding to increase the number 
of residency physicians that we announced in February 2011. Again, 
I am not saying that one strategy is going to solve the problem, but 
there are many pieces that we are working on in partnership with the 
provinces and territories that ultimately have the responsibility. 


Another important measure I would like to highlight is the mineral 
exploration tax credit. Exploration and development of Canada's rich 
mineral resources offers important investments and employment 
benefits in many parts of the country, especially in rural or remote 
regions. The temporary 15% mineral exploration tax credit is a 
measure designed to assist junior mining companies in raising new 
equity through the issuance of flow-through shares. This additional 
financing helps exploration companies to maintain or increase their 
level of exploration activities. 


We invested in the METC through the global economic downturn 
as a way of supporting innovation and job creation in the mining 
sector. Following the extensions in Canada's economic action plan in 
budget 2010, the credit was scheduled to expire on March 31, 2011. 
In support of the economic recovery, budget 2011 extended the 
credit for an additional year. 
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It is important to note that in an average year METC investors 
collectively provide companies with $400 million in new financing 
to spend on grassroots exploration in Canada. This money has to be 
spent in Canada thereby ensuring that if a mine is discovered, the 
benefits and jobs associated will come to Canadians directly. 
Therefore, if even a single mine is discovered, the taxes are paid to 
all levels of government, and they are significant. 


It is also important to note that the Mining Association of Canada 
reports that $8.4 billion was paid to the government by mining 
industries in 2011. Again, this is another important measure in terms 
of jobs and economic growth. 


One thing I have certainly heard very clearly is the importance of 
the gas tax funding for our municipalities. Infrastructure has been an 
ongoing challenge for them. They often will have acute care needs in 
terms of water, sewer and roads, but they have to wait for a program 
to come available. Now they can count on the permanent $2 billion 
gas tax funding. Not only that, instead of just using it as a grant 
program, they can now leverage the funds. They know it is legislated 
and so they can count on it and leverage it. This is very important for 
our municipalities. 


In quick summary, there are many measures in this budget. At the 
end of the day, we have been given a mandate by Canadians to move 
forward with the budget. It is important to support jobs and 
economic growth. I encourage the opposition to support the bill. 
Their constituents want them to support it. 


© (1720) 
BILL C-13—NOTICE OF TIME ALLOCATION MOTION 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, our 
government has remained steadfastly focused on improving 
Canada's economy, including our focus in the House this week 
during jobs and economic growth week. Today we are debating the 
keeping Canada's economy and jobs growing act. It would 
implement important measures of our government's low tax plan 
for jobs and growth, including the job creation tax incentive for 
small businesses and a tax credit for children's arts and dance 
lessons. 


I must advise that an agreement has not been reached under the 
provisions of Standing Order 78(1) or 78(2) concerning the 
proceedings at report stage and third reading of Bill C-13, An Act 
to implement certain provisions of the 2011 budget as updated on 
June 6, 2011 and other measures. 


Under the provisions of Standing Order 78(3), I give notice that a 
minister of the Crown will propose at the next sitting a motion to 
allot a specific number of days or hours for the consideration and 
disposal of proceedings at those stages. 


REPORT STAGE 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the comments put on the record by the previous speaker. 


The government House leader has just stood up, and this is 
something we see a great deal of lately, and gave notice of time 
allocation on this legislation because of the government's inability to 
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work with the opposition in any way and its tendency to use its 
majority government to prevent any sort of real debate on legislation. 


That member has had the opportunity to speak to the bill, but 
many members of this chamber will never get that opportunity 
because her government House leader has now said that the 
government does not want all members to speak to the bill. 


If the bill is so good, why does the government want to limit 
debate on it? Why will the government not allow other members of 
its own caucus and members of the opposition the opportunity to 
participate in the debate on an important bill? 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Revenue, CPC): Mr. Speaker, perhaps my hon. 
colleague did not actually hear the start of my comments when I 
talked about the history of the bill. The bill was introduced many 
months ago. The debate has been had with Canadians who, in the 
last election, said that they believed in our plan and they believed it 
was the route forward. They supported our government in terms of 
moving forward with phase two of Canada's economic action plan. 
That was 34 million Canadians from across the country. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse (Louis-Saint-Laurent, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I want to continue in the same vein. 


There is something I do not understand in all this. If their action 
plan is working so well, then why did 60% of Canadians not support 
this type of action plan? Why is it that all of us here, the entire 
opposition, currently want to talk about it, debate it, discuss it and 
introduce concrete measures? The only thing the government is 
saying is that it does not want to listen to us, that it will steamroll 
over anything that happens or anything we say, and that it does not 
care about those who do not agree with it. 


That is the only message I am getting in all this and I find that 
absolutely offensive. 


@ (1725) 
[English] 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod: Mr. Speaker, again, Canadians gave us a 
strong mandate to move forward with this measure. We have talked 
with Canadians. They have said that the volunteer firefighter tax 
credit is absolutely important. Parents are asking to share their 
RESPs with different siblings. Doctors and nurses are waiting for 
these important measures. 


It is time to move forward. Let us get this budget through. 
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Mr. Daryl Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am tremendously impressed with and confident in the 
good work done in the finance committee. by that member. Having 
served on that committee, I know a tremendous amount of 
consultation has been done with Canadians across the country. 
Many members of the opposition have been saying that no one has 
really had a chance to provide input, but that is absolutely absurd. 


Could the member tell us what kind of consultations go on across 
the country and from whom she has heard information in addition to 
the departmental and government agencies? 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod: Mr. Speaker, I really appreciate the 
question from my hon. colleague because the finance committee is in 
prebudget consultations right now. 


Prebudget consultations means that we travel across the country 
and we hear from Canadians. We have had over 400 submissions. 
All of that will go together in preparing our next budget. 


It is important to recognize that we have some challenging times 
ahead because of what is happening in Europe and the United States, 
but Canada has done exceptionally well. 


The consultation process with Canadians on where we are going 
to go with next year's budget is happening now. 


We are talking about something that happened over a year ago. We 
are talking about measures that Canadians want. These measures 
were debated across the country for many months. 


. Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I see some members are not that enthused 
that I am delivering this speech. I swear that I will not take any 
offence. 


Since I only have a few minutes, I would love to talk about my 
riding of Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor. It is the most 
beautiful little gem on earth. In fact, a lot of the commercials about 
Newfoundland and Labrador are shot in my riding, with its beautiful 
cliffs. 


An hon. member: And it has a great MP. 


Mr. Scott Simms: Sure, it has great representation. On division, 
right? 


I want to follow up on a comment that was made, because I think 
there are some misconceptions in thé debate. I do not think I ever 
went against the government because it was not consulting enough. I 
always thought that the consultation process, which was there prior 
to this government and others, was always substantial enough. 
Access to one's member of Parliament has always been substantial 
enough to affect any budget. The problem is, if we are looking at 
certain costs, and we want to bring the deficit down to a manageable 
level, we start cherry picking. We have to face up to the fact that we 
are not going to invest in other things that Canadians want because 
we cannot afford it. 


For example, we would love the volunteer firefighters tax credit to 
be a refundable tax credit, but it is a non-refundable tax credit. Yet let 
us not pretend that all Canadians want it. It is the type of thing where 
we say that we will do this when the deficit is down to zero. 
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The other issue occurs when we do not fulfill a promise. We might 
as well be honest and tell people that we cannot do this at this time. 
A certain amount of respectability needs to be brought back into the 
level of debate in the House, and certainly in the way the 
government is acting upon this particular issue. 


There are great things in this budget, but the problem is there are a 
lot more things that need to be done. That is what we debate in this 
House. 


I assume my time for debate has now expired, Madam Speaker. 
@ (1730) 


The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member will have seven minutes 
left when the bill returns to the Hause. 


[Translation] 


It being 5:30 p.m., the House will now proceed to the 
consideration of private members’ business as listed on today's 
order paper. | 


PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS 
[English] 


FINANCIAL LITERACY 
Mr. James Rajotte (Edmonton—Leduc, CPC) moved: 


That, in the opinion of the House, the government should help improve financial 
literacy in Canada by: (a) working to implement the recommendations of the Task 
Force on Financial Literacy; (b) creating, promoting, and continuously upgrade a 
single source website for financial literacy to increase public awareness and ease 
access to information for Canadians; (c) requiring federally regulated financial 
institutions to publicly disclose their contributions to financial literacy initiatives; (d) 
ensuring the Financial Consumer Agency of Canada works with willing provinces 
and territories to promote financial literacy to youth through the educational system; 
and (e) designating November as “Financial Literacy Month”. 


He said: Madam Speaker, I appreciate the thunderous applause on 
the very exciting topic of financial literacy. 


I am very pleased to rise today to speak to my private member's 
motion, M-269, on the topic of financial literacy, and I would, for the 
record, like to read it into the House of Commons Hansard: 

That, in the opinion of the House, the government should help improve financial 
literacy in Canada by: (a) working to implement the recommendations of the Task 
Force on Financial Literacy; (b) creating, promoting, and continuously upgrade a 
single source website for financial literacy to increase public awareness and ease 
access to information for Canadians; (c) requiring federally regulated financial 
institutions to publicly disclose their contributions to financial literacy initiatives; (d) 
ensuring the Financial Consumer Agency of Canada works with willing provinces 
and territories to promote financial literacy to youth through the educational system; 
and (e) designating November as “Financial Literacy Month”. 


We live in a world today where technology is constantly changing, 
as is personal finance. Only a few decades ago, credit cards were a 
luxury item. Debit cards did not even exist. Online banking and 
buying could not even be conceived as they happen today. Mortgage 
products were standard and choice was limited. 


Today, technology and personal finance have advanced tremen- 
dously. Canadians are among the most avid users of debit and credit 
cards in the world. Online banking and buying are part of everyday 
life. Mortgage products are multiple and choices are diverse. 
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Canadians are faced with increasingly complex financial decisions 
that have greater potential consequences, and at a younger age than 
ever before. Each financial decision has consequences, for 
individuals and families and for our economy as a whole. It is 
imperative that Canadians gain the knowledge to understand 
personal financial matters and the impact of broader economic 
issues, the skills required to apply financial knowledge in everyday 
life and the confidence to make responsible financial decisions in a 
manner that is appropriate to their own circumstances. 


The reality is that Canadians who lack financial skills and 
financial knowledge are unfortunately more likely to be spending 
beyond their means, saving less than they need, building up too 
much debt and ultimately becoming less able to save sufficiently for 
their retirement. 


Canadians are capable of making good financial decisions, but 
they want and need the tools to make the right choices. 


Increased financial literacy, especially for Canada's youth, can 
help people with major events, such as saving for college or 
university, buying a new home, getting married or looking after 
aging parents. It can help ensure that the investment products that we 
hold in our RRSPs and other retirement savings are the ones that best 
match our financial goals and needs. It can make us smarter 
consumers of financial products so that we do not waste our hard- 
earned money on services and fees that we do not need. 


Increased financial literacy can also make us less susceptible to 
being duped by fraud artists or by unethical or unregulated financial 
products that can lead to disastrous loss. 


I want to recognize the work that has already been done by the 
Minister of Finance, for the very significant steps he has taken to 
protect consumers on various initiatives, such as the changes he has 
made with respect to credit and debit cards. 


I also want to commend him for establishing the Task Force on 
Financial Literacy. In fact, the impetus for my motion comes from 
the real necessity to improve the lives of Canadians through financial 
literacy, but it is a natural extension of the work done by the Task 
Force on Financial Literacy. I want to thank all the members of the 
task force for their excellent work and their recommendations, in 
particular, through their chair, Mr. Don Stewart. 


This report released by the task force is a culmination of 
significant stakeholder consultation and expert analysis. The 
recommendations and priorities act as a foundation for this motion, 
and I would like to outline them for colleagues in the House. 


The task force's comprehensive strategy is defined by five 
priorities. The first priority is a shared responsibility for the financial 
literacy of Canadians among families, governments, educators, 
financial services providers, employers, labour organizations, 
businesses and voluntary organizations. 


The second priority is leadership and collaboration. Leadership 
must come from the Government of Canada in the form of 
appointing an individual focused on executing this strategy, 
including initiating a formal collaborative partnership among 
stakeholders. 
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The third priority is lifelong learning. Financial literacy training 
begins in the home and should extend to the formal education system 
and beyond. It should include teachable moments during decision 
points, such as the purchase of financial products or joining a 
pension plan. 


The fourth priority is delivery and promotion. A sustained public 
awareness campaign must be developed, focusing on relevant and 
understandable communications to ensure that all citizens are aware 
of targeted initiatives that are aimed to benefit them. 


The fifth priority is government accountability. The task force 
recommends that the government appoint an individual who is 
accountable and reports to Parliament on all these actions. 


I want to return to my actual motion and outline the points in 
specifics. 


I encourage members of this House and all Canadians to review 
the 30 recommendations of the task force. I think it is a very 
comprehensive report and the task force has done an excellent job. 


The second part of the motion is creating, promoting and 
upgrading a single-source website for financial literacy to increase 
public awareness and ease access to information for Canadians. 
There should be a special emphasis on establishing this website to 
consolidate and disseminate financial literacy programs and 
initiatives. The Government of Canada does this with seniors' 
benefits, so that a senior can go to a single-source website. We have 
a former minister for seniors in the House today, who was 
instrumental in forming this website. 


Many people have commented on the Financial Consumer 
Agency of Canada and its website. Its website is excellent. However, 
that could be enhanced and broadened through a single-portal 
website that would provide information on the Financial Consumer 
Agency of Canada, the government and other organizations. 


For example, Junior Achievement, which does a lot of work even 
in my riding in the community of Leduc, sends people who work in 
the financial sector into junior high schools and high schools to talk 
to the students about financial literacy. There is the Jr. Economic 
Club of Canada, ABC Life Literacy Canada and the Canadian 
Foundation for Economic Education. A lot of these groups do 
excellent work on their own and we need to pull it all together so 
Canadians can access them through one site. 


I would like to commend certain members of the media who do 
excellent work with respect to financial literacy. Jonathan Chevreau 
of the National Post has recently written a book on financial literacy. 
I recommend it, and his regular column, to all colleagues in this 
House. This is one of the priorities in terms of lifelong learning. If 
people read the National Post, the Globe and Mail or The Toronto 
Sun, they can understand the concepts that are being discussed. 
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The third item in the motion would require federally regulated 
financial institutions to publicly disclose their contributions to 
financial literacy initiatives. This would increase the transparency 
and public awareness of financial institutions' educational efforts. I 
know institutions already do a lot of work, whether it is the credit 
unions that I met with today in my office or the traditional big banks. 


I would like to compliment, in particular, one person from a bank, 
Craig Alexander, who appeared before the finance committee today. 
He has been a true volunteer in this area. He points out that there are 
people who believe that financial institutions want to take advantage 
of people. In fact, good institutions, which we have in Canada, have 
a strong interest in Canadians' increasing their wealth. These 
institutions have an interest in reaching more Canadians as 
consumers. If those consumers increase their wealth, the institution 
has more wealthy customers, so they both benefit. 


The next point is ensuring that the Financial Consumer Agency of 
Canada works with willing provinces and territories to promote 
financial literacy to youth through the education system. I would like 
to compliment the FCAC. Canada is often complimented for its 
financial regulatory system, for the Office of the Superintendent of 
Financial Institutions, our capital ratios and our leverage ratios. 
However, one of the real gems we have is the FCAC. It does an 
excellent job in terms of educating consumers. I encourage all 
Canadians who may be watching this debate to go to its website and 
see its excellent initiatives. I would like to expand its role and get it 
to work with the provinces and territories. 


@ (1740) 


In drafting the motion, some people raised the issue of education 
being within provincial jurisdiction, especially kindergarten to grade 
12, which is a viable concern. However, I am asking that the FCAC, 
through a curriculum that it has already developed, make it 
accessible to the provinces and encourage them to adopt it as a 
formal part of their curriculum, not wait until high school level but 
actually get it in at the junior high level or even earlier so that 
Canadians will know from a very early age what kind of decisions 
they should be making. 


The motion that I am presenting here today is in the same spirit 
that I presented the motion on identity theft two Parliaments ago and 
the motion on Alzheimer's in the last Parliament. I hope all members 
will see it in that spirit, read through it and view it as a serious issue 
that needs to be addressed and something that we can unite around as 
parliamentarians on both sides of the House. I look forward to their 
support. 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Madam Speaker, while 
the hon. member did talk about some of the initiatives that we as 
New Democrats would like to see in financial literacy, if we look 
through the report, something stands out to us on this side of the 
House. Although there is some mention about supporting financial 
literacy for low-income individuals, it does not address the day-to- 
day meat and potato financial literacy that is needed to support low- 
income families. 


I am wondering what the hon. member can speak to in relation to 
how we can provide better financial literacy to those who might not 
have the income necessary to look at stocks, for example, or 
pensions. What they are worrying about right now is getting through 


the day and balancing their chequebooks. The financial literacy they 
do not have relates to debit cards and credit cards. There is not a lot 
of talk about that in this huge report. If the member could show us 
where that is and talk about how the government wants to bring that 
forward, that would be fantastic. 


Mr. James Rajotte: Madam Speaker, my colleague has done a lot 
of work in raising awareness on issues with respect to credit cards 
and debit cards. He has had some influence in causing the 
government to take real action in terms of the voluntary code for 
credit cards. In fact, it was endorsed by the Canadian Federation of 
Independent Business. This was a huge step forward, as was the 21- 
day grace period that was introduced by the Minister of Finance, and 
the protection of the debit system, as it currently is in Canada, not 
moving toward a percentage base but keeping it at a flat fee. These 
were all excellent decisions made by the Minister of Finance and I 
think the member would certainly applaud them as being good 
initiatives. 


In terms of the actual recommendations in the report, I would 
point to a couple of them. Recommendation No. 9, in terms of the 
Government of Canada promoting financial literacy through federal 
programs to reach Canadians directly such as employment insurance, 
old age security, CPP, universal child care benefits and that the 
provincial and territorial governments do the same. 


A lot of these programs help very low-income Canadians. This 
recommendation is specifically saying that we need to get 
information, not only in terms of how to access the benefits but in 
terms of how best to use those benefits. These are actual issues that 
impact Canadians very directly. 


I would encourage the member to review the recommendations in 
full because there are some initiatives that have a direct impact at the 
bread and butter level. 


© (1745) 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, the member made reference to the FCAC, which is a great 
agency that does provide a lot of the services regarding financial 
literacy, which this motion hopes to do. I recognize that right up 
front. 


If we look at how things have changed, in good part because of 
technology, the Internet and so forth, from the days when I was in 
grade 12 where we would have had a simple economics course. 
Nowadays there is so much more, as the member has pointed out. 


How does the member envision the motion would accommodate 
the sharing of information or getting it to the different stakeholders? 
I am looking specifically at the school boards, the provincial 
governments, possibly the municipal governments and the banking 
industry. In the member's mind, does the FCAC have a specific role 
to help facilitate that? How does the member envision that being 
facilitated? 


Mr. James Rajotte: Madam Speaker, the motion actually builds 
on the excellent work that the FCAC has already done and, in fact, 
encourages it to do even more, which the FCAC is very much 
looking forward to doing. 
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The member is absolutely right in terms of the impact of 
technology. It is a great benefit for people to do their banking at 
home or in their office but the decisions they make are all the more 
important because a single decision could have much more of an 
impact. 


In terms of working with the school boards, the feeling there 
would be that the FCAC, which has a curriculum developed, would 
make that available to the provinces, territories and school boards 
and ask them to implement it as part of their curriculum. Obviously, 
we cannot mandate that but, from the FCAC's point of view, the 
provinces have been willing to adopt it. 


As well, schools in my community of Edmonton—Leduc are 
actually bringing in people who have worked in the financial 
services as mentors and teachers in the classrooms and teaching the 
students about some of the practical lessons they have learned during 
their work experience. 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Madam Speaker, we in 
the NDP believe that financial literacy is a vital component of any 
consumer protection regime in Canada. Certainly this motion 
contains some changes that would help protect Canadian consumers 
but these recommendations, if accepted, would still only constitute, 
in our opinion, a small first step. 


It is our opinion that the government is not properly addressing 
consumer protection in general and financial literacy specifically. I 
am surprised that this motion is even before the House. If the 
government had a real interest in pursuing these goals, it would not 
take a private member's motion from a member of the governing 
party to call the government to action. 


It is clear at this point that the entire process of the Minister of 
Finance implementing the financial literacy task force is more about 
spin rather than substance. Since the task force reported back to the 
minister, we have had two budgets presented to the House and 
multiple opportunities for stand-alone legislation but instead of 
focusing on real changes that could help average Canadians, the 
government has been focused on an agenda that only seems to help 
well connected insiders. 


A clear example of the government's failure to understand the 
issue of consumer protection is the voluntary code of conduct that 
the Minister of Finance negotiated with the credit card issuers and 
the banks behind closed doors. The explicit purpose of the code 
completely ignores the needs of consumers and vital policies that 
would have protected consumers are simply non-existent. 


An NDP government would ensure that all the rules governing 
credit cards are mandatory, therefore ensuring that issuers, merchants 
and consumers all know their rights and responsibilities and ensures 
that consumers are properly protected. 


I will now look at each of the five core pillars of this task force's 
recommendations in turn. The first pillar is shared responsibility. 
While consumers certainly have a responsibility toward their own 
finances, it is important to note that a collective responsibility is not 
the same as equal responsibility. We can take the global recession 
that started in 2008. This was commonly blamed on people taking on 
subprime mortgages. While each individual is responsible for his or 
her mortgage, it is the framework created by government and 
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industry that allowed this to take place on a huge and destabilizing 
level. 


Government and the wider industry have a greater responsibility 
because it is they that must maintain the financial system as a whole. 
That is not to say that consumers should act recklessly, but there 
needs to be safeguards for the system as a whole. 


The second pillar is leadership and collaboration, namely, a 
national champion who is accountable to the Minister of Finance. It 
certainly makes sense to have someone who is accountable for these 
policies but the worry is that this simply adds another layer of 
bureaucracy to the system. The consumer protection regime in 
Canada is already spread between multiple agencies and depart- 
ments, and adding this national champion could simply make the 
current system even more complex. 


As well, this champion needs to be a champion for consumers, not 
a champion for the banking industry's desires. It would be all too 
easy to appoint a member of the banking community who then 
simply bows to the industry. Moreover, the government needs to 
show leadership. As well, trying to switch Canadians from 
guaranteed defined benefit pension plans to risky defined contribu- 
tion plans hardly sends the right message to Canadians. Not only is 
this a bad message for Canadians, Canadians would be much better 
served in planning their personal finances if they accurately were 
able to predict their pension payments. 


The third pillar is lifelong learning. With the continuing changes 
in investment vehicles and payment methods, which, in the industry 
committee, we are studying mobile payments, e-commerce and the 
differing requirements for Canadians at different points in their lives, 
lifelong learning is truly important. However, while the report talks 
of the foundations of lifelong learning, it misses the most important 
foundation and one that is missed too often, which is that without 
adequate numeracy and literacy skills, financial literacy education is 
often and, unfortunately, wasted. 


@ (1750) 


Any long-term effort to improve financial literacy, lifelong 
learning needs to focus on improving the basic education of 
Canadian children, as well as ensuring Canadian adults have access 
to courses to improve their numeracy and literacy skills throughout 
their lives, otherwise, specific financial literacy curriculums are 
wasted. One of the things that we are also speaking to in the industry 
committee is that we have a need for financial literacy. 


Then comes digital literacy. When those two combine, those who 
are being affected are those who do not necessarily have the 
education to understand. We need to ensure that both digital literacy 
and financial literacy come together on this. 


The fourth pillar is delivery and promotion, focusing specifically 
on public awareness and on a single source website, which is echoed 
in the article (b) of the motion. 
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Of course, ensuring that there is public awareness of financial 
literacy programs is an idea that we, as New Democrats, support. 
However, moving to a new emphasis website for financial literacy 
could well end up being another level of confusion for Canadians. 
As my hon. colleague mentioned earlier, there 1s already the 
Financial Consumer Agency of Canada website that contains a 
number of useful tools for consumers. The problem is simply that 
people do not know where to look when they have consumer or 
financial issues. Sometimes they go to the FCAC website, the Office 
of Consumer Affairs website or the Canadian Consumer Handbook. 


Adding a financial literacy website on top of this patchwork may 
not actually help consumers find information. We need to ensure that 
consumers have all the information they need in one place, not 
separated by what can appear to average Canadians as somewhat 
arbitrary departmental jurisdictions. 


The final pillar is accountability, specifically to Parliament 
through an annual report, as well as requiring financial institutions 
to make their financial commitments to financial literacy projects 
public. It, of course, makes sense to monitor the outcomes of such a 
program but, as always, we need to ensure that the monitoring 
techniques are objective and rigorous to ensure they are not open to 
political manipulation. 


As we can see from these pillars, there are obviously a number of 
shortcomings if we accept this report as the final step in achieving 
financial literacy in Canada. However, the small step is better than 
doing nothing. 


I can assure members that I, as the NDP consumer protection 
critic, will continue to hold the government to account on the issue 
of financial literacy. We need to be a world leader in this area. We 
will continue to push for a complete model of financial literacy, 
which includes ensuring that the specific needs of low-income 
Canadians are met, improving basic numeracy and literacy skills of 
all Canadians and providing a level of CPP to ensure that Canadians 
can properly plan for their futures. 


The motion would not meet all of the requirements for a full 
financial literacy program but it is a start. 


@ (1755) 


Hon. Scott Brison (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Madam Speaker, it is 
with pleasure that I rise this evening to speak in support of Motion 
No. 269, financial literacy, from the member for Edmonton—Leduc. 


I commend the member for recognizing the importance of this 
issue as a priority for the federal government; however, I would say 
that it is somewhat inconsistent with the Conservatives' decision to, 
first of all, cancel all the agreements on early learning and child care 
with the provinces, because one of the most important areas of 
literacy happens to be establishing a strong foundation for learning at 
the very earliest stages. Early learning and child care are 
fundamental in that regard. 


It is also inconsistent in some ways with the Conservatives' 
decision to cut funding for adult literacy programs, which was one of 
its first decisions as government. 


That being the case, I do commend the hon. member for his 
recognition of the importance of financial literacy. I would note that 


he is encouraging a great deal of work in areas that are often 
considered to be provincial jurisdiction. 


I would say that encouraging greater co-operation with the 
provinces and territories and working together with the provinces 
and territories in areas of shared interest is a good approach. It in no 
way, shape or form diminishes our respect for provincial jurisdic- 
tions; in fact, I would say to the hon. member that he is 
demonstrating a level of pragmatism that is atypical of some of his 
brothers and colleagues when it comes to working co-operatively 
with the provincial governments. 


The report does recommend that: 


all provincial and territorial governments integrate financial literacy into the 
formal education system... 


and 


that all provincial and territorial governments provide financial literacy 
professional development opportunities for teachers 


and 


that the Government of Canada, in partnership with provincial and territorial 
governments, integrate a financial literacy component into the Canada Student 
Loans Program... 


and 


that the federal, provincial and territorial governments help Canadians maximize 
the financial benefit from government programs for which they are eligible... 


I could go on about ensuring greater simplicity and clarity in the 
way programs are written and structured. 


One helpful thing would be for the Conservatives to design their 
programs so that they would offer help to those Canadians in the 
greatest need. One constructive suggestion I have for the 
Conservatives is to look at some of the non-refundable tax credits 
they are offering for children's activities, for caregivers taking care of 
loved ones in the home and for volunteer firefighters. 


Unfortunately, these tax credits are non-refundable; as such, they 
do not benefit the low-income Canadians who need the help the 
most. I would argue that it would be important, as part of financial 
literacy, for the government itself to have programs that are literate in 
terms of actually meeting the severe needs in many Canadian 
families. Clearly, simply understanding that lower-income families 
need help the most would instruct and hopefully educate the 
Conservatives as to the importance of making these benefits 
refundable. 


Some of this work is already ongoing. As many members of the 
House know, the month of November is already financial literacy 
month. The site is sponsored by the Government of Canada's own 
financial consumer agency. There is a national calendar of events on 
the website. 
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For instance, on November | in my own riding of Kings—Hants, 
the workshop called “financially fit for the holidays” was held in 
Kentville at the Kings Regional Development Agency boardroom. 
This event was hosted by Credit Counselling Services of Atlantic 
Canada, a non-profit organization that provides confidential credit 
and debt repayment counselling services. 


There is a growing need for credit counselling services across the 
country. The reality is that under the Conservative government, we 
have seen household debt soar to record highs; in fact, a new record 
was set in the last quarter: the average Canadian now owes $1.51 for 
every $1 of annual income. 


© (1800) 


A number of factors have contributed to this ballooning of 
household debt. Unemployment is part of the problem. A lot of 
Canadians have seen their full-time jobs disappear and be replaced 
with part-time work. According to Statistics Canada, there are now 
578,500 fewer full-time jobs than there were in Canada in August 
2008. 


At the same time, the cost of living has gone up. Prices have gone 
up. It costs more for people to feed their families or heat their homes 
today, so many of them have turned to credit to try to make ends 
meet. They are worried today about their ability to pay their bills at 
current interest rates and terrified to think of what will happen to 
them as rates in the future will inevitably move up. 


There is much discussion in Canada about rising housing prices. 
One of the reasons Canadians have taken on more debt is an 
overheated housing market in many Canadian cities and markets. 
One of the first actions taken by the current finance minister was to 
throw out some of the prudent rules for residential mortgages that 
were put in place by the previous Liberal government. 


The Conservatives actually followed the lead of the Americans 
and introduced 40-year mortgages with zero down payment. I do not 
think that sent a very good message to Canadians, and it did not 
reflect sound principles of financial literacy from the government at 
that time. They have since done an almost complete reversal on those 
mortgage rules, and that is a good thing. They have scaled back the 
amortization period from 40 to 35 and then to 30 years, while 
reinstituting the minimum 5% down payment that the Liberal 
government had in place. 


Some international economic commentary suggests that Canada 
does have a housing bubble in certain markets. The Economist 
magazine has opined on this, and when Martin Wolf of the Financial 
Times of London was in Ottawa earlier this fall, he said that despite 
what Canada's finance officials are saying, in fact there is a statistical 
housing bubble in Canada. 


There are issues around retirement. The TD Bank recently 
published a report entitled “Canada's Aging Household Debt 
Burden”. The report has some startling revelations. It states: 


The bigger surprise is that older Canadians have been growing their debt-loads at 
a considerably faster rate than their younger counterparts. 


In Canada, average debt loads in the past 10 years have increased 
twice as fast as income, but the rate is three times as fast for older 
Canadians, and many older Canadians simply cannot afford to retire. 
That is important. 
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It is also important to recognize the leadership provided by some 
international organizations in this area. The World Economic Forum 
has set up a task force under their YGL, Young Global Leaders, 
organization entitled “Learn Money”. It is focused on promoting 
access to financial literacy programs around the world. In fact, I 
would very much like to speak to the hon. member for Edmonton 
Leduc about this to see if there are ways that we can potentially 
incorporate some of those ideas here in Canada and plug in 
nationally to what the World Economic Forum is doing. 


World Economic Forum YGL member John Hope Bryant serves 
as an adviser on financial literacy to the World Economic Forum's 
Global Agenda Council and has also served as vice-chairman of the 
U.S. President's Advisory Council on Financial Literacy. He argues 
that following the global economic crisis, financial literacy is the 
new civil rights issue in the United States, and has said that: 


To not understand the language of money, financial literacy, and to not have a 
mainstream bank account (or credit union account) in the 21st century, clearly an 
economic age, is to be an economic slave. 


In fact, he is saying that financial literacy is an issue of rights. 
Equality of opportunity is something we all take seriously as a rights 
issue, and clearly financial literacy and access to financial literacy 
education are fundamental to equality of opportunity. Whether it is 
helping Canadians to buy a house, manage their debt or save for 
retirement, there is a clear need for greater financial literacy in 
Canada. 


We also know it is important that Canadians set aside enough to 
retire on, and there is a real question as to whether Canadians have 
been and are setting aside enough to retire on. 


@ (1805) 


Even if they make that important step, where do they invest? It is a 
very complicated and complex investment decision. This is one of 
the reasons that opening up the CPP to a voluntary supplemental 
CPP would give Canadians access to a low-cost, well-diversified 
financial opportunity. 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Madam Speaker, I cannot disagree with my 
colleague from the Liberal Party more, but what I can agree with is 
this wonderful motion put forward by the member for Edmonton— 
Leduc. 


I want to congratulate this wonderful member for his work, not 
only on this motion, but for all of the efforts he has made to promote 
financial literacy. His leadership on this very important file speaks to 
the record of Parliament over the last decade that he has been here. 
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Since his election in 2000, he has become one of the most 
respected of all the parliamentarians here. He is one of the members 
to whom new members often go to for advice. He has served as the 
chair of the industry committee and is currently the chair of the 
finance committee. As chair of these committees, he has guided very 
important studies on a number of issues, ranging from supporting 
Canada's manufacturing sector to improving Canada's retirement 
system to ensuring oversight over the credit and debit system, and 
there is so much more. He has also been at the forefront, just 
recently, of a cross-country tour to conduct some pre-budget 
consultations. He has been very active in helping all committee 
members to listen to Canadians and to allow them to make sure their 
voices are being heard. 


I know that I speak for all members of the finance committee, 
some of whom are here, when I extend our thanks to the chair of the 
finance committee for all that he has done this fall during those pre- 
budget consultations as we travelled across Canada. ~ 


We need not just take my word for it; here is what journalist Don 
Martin had to say about the member from Edmonton—Leduc: “[He] 
remains highly respected by all sides and is the best committee chair 
on the Hill”. 


Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 


Mrs. Shelly Glover: I have to agree with journalist Don Martin 
on that one for sure. 


Today the member's motion highlights an increasingly important 
issue for Canadians, financial literacy. With so many new financial 
products and choices out there today, including complex mortgage 
and loan forms, different retirement savings plans, the rise of online 
banking, online payment systems like PayPal, a growing number of 
debit and credit card options, and so much more, Canadians must 
ensure that they have the right tools and knowledge to make the best 
financial decisions for themselves and for their families. So many 
new and developing products can make it very difficult for 
Canadians not only to balance their online chequebooks but also 
to fully understand the risks, the fees, and the consequences of what 
is available. That is where strong financial literacy comes in as an 
important part of the solution. 


I would like to share a somewhat lengthy commentary from the 
Canadian Taxpayers Federation that really speaks to the importance 
of this issue, not only at the individual level, but as part of the 
economy as a whole. I am going to quote this lengthy commentary: 

Financial literacy is an important life skill. Canadians make financial decisions 
throughout their lives, many of which involve significant risks and rewards. 

Improving financial literacy helps consumers act knowledgeably and with confidence 

in managing their personal financial affairs. Informed consumer decision-making, in 


turn, contributes to the maintenance of a well-functioning and stable financial system 
and a stronger economy. 


Simply put, the better one learns to manage one's own finances the better the 
economy can work as a whole. When people don't do a good job of managing their 
own finances it can have dire consequences. 


Our Conservative government could not agree more. That is why 
we are supporting today's motion and its call to continue the work 
we have done to improve financial literacy here in Canada. 


A big part of that work is something we started in 2009 as part of 
Canada's economic action plan, when we announced the establish- 


ment of a task force on financial literacy to make recommendations 
to create a cohesive national strategy. Over the next few years that 
task force, headed by Don Stewart, went across Canada to hold open 
public hearings to hear first-hand from Canadians on this issue. 


Thanks to the great feedback the task force received from that 
consultation, and other research it conducted, it produced a final 
report called “Canadians and Their Money: Building a brighter 
financial future”, which was publicly released this past February. 
That report outlined 30 key recommendations to improve the 
financial literacy of Canadians, including many referenced in today's 
motion. I would strongly encourage all Canadians watching at home 
to visit the website at www.financialliteracyincanada.com to learn 
more about the work that the task force did and to review the very 
detailed research it produced, including its report. 
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The task force report was extremely well received. For example, 
Social and Enterprise Development Innovations, which is a major 
Canadian non-profit organization dedicated to helping low income 
Canadians, applauded the report. It said: 


We commend the federal government for recognizing the critical importance of 
financial literacy. We also commend the diligent and thorough work of the Task 
Force members, who engaged Canadians in every province and territory in building a 
much-needed national strategy on financial literacy. There is no better time for 
government to take the lead in helping Canadians increase their knowledge and skills 
to manage everyday finances. 


As a first step, and as committed to in the next phase of Canada's 
economic action plan, we will move forward on the first ever 
financial literacy leader to promote and improve financial literacy in 
Canada. We are doing even more. We are also providing $3 million a 
year in new funding to the Financial Consumer Agency of Canada to 
support financial literacy initiatives to help consumers make the best 
financial decisions to suit their and their families' particular needs. 


I am going to take a moment to echo the comments made by the 
member for Edmonton—Leduc with regard to the FCAC. Its efforts 
have been tireless in trying to promote financial literacy, particularly 
among our youth. I commend the member for disclosing to 
Canadians how they can reach this information, how they can learn 
from the FCAC by visiting its website. 


Today's motion encourages our government to stay focused on 
this important issue and implement the recommendations of the task 
force, and we appreciate that. 
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Only a few weeks ago, the Minister of Finance attended, along 
with the member for Edmonton—Leduc, a kickoff event for 
Financial Literacy Month. This is an initiative developed by the 
Financial Literacy Action Group, a group of seven non-profit 
organizations all devoted to working to improve financial literacy in 
communities across Canada. By supporting today's motion, 
especially by Parliament endorsing Financial Literacy Month, we 
are showing our appreciation for the group's work and efforts. This is 
something our American neighbours have already done through a 
bipartisan resolution unanimously passed in Congress, which 
hopefully we can replicate here in the House of Commons. 


Our Conservative government has been working hard since 2006 
to make financial services products more transparent and consumer 
friendly. We believe Canadians should not need a magnifying glass 
or a dictionary to read a credit card statement or application. They 
should not need a lawyer or an economist to understand them. 


That is why we have taken measures like protecting consumers 
with new credit card rules that will require consent for credit limit 
increases, a minimum 21-day grace period on new purchases, full 
disclosure for consumers, and that will limit other anti-consumer 
business practices. We are banning negative option billing for 
financial products, and of course, shortening the cheque holding 
period. 


In the next phase of Canada's economic action plan we want to 
build on that record with more consumer friendly measures, such as 
banning unsolicited credit card checks and moving to protect 
consumers of prepaid cards. 


I thank the member for Edmonton—Leduc for today's motion and 
his commitment to improving financial literacy. 


Other members across the way have stated very clearly how they 
intend to vote on this matter. I encourage members of the NDP and 
the Liberal Party to think very hard when they stand to vote, 
hopefully in favour of this motion. 


The member for Edmonton—Leduc has worked hard on this 
measure for many years. This is a measure that Canadians across the 
country have asked for and need. As a mother of five, I can assure 
the House that I want my children to learn from this. I applaud the 
member for Edmonton—Leduc for moving this motion, for helping 
me to educate my children, and for helping other Canadians to 
educate their children. I hope the NDP and Liberal members will 
support that effort. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. Alain Giguère (Marc-Aurèle-Fortin, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
will be speaking for 10 minutes about a very interesting subject and a 
_ person whom I greatly respect. We can have good discussions and 
clear and differing opinions, but the member for Edmonton—Leduc 
is one of the people I most enjoy talking to. In terms of his 
knowledge, he holds a position for which he is eminently qualified. 


He has never made a major error of interpretation. He has never 
put on airs. I watched him speaking with all the witnesses and he 
always spoke to them with kindness. He has all the personal and 
intellectual qualities to hold an important financial position. My 
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opinion of him is the same as that of the member for Saint Boniface. 
For once we at least have something in common. 


As for the member for Edmonton—Leduc's bill, it is a step in the 
right direction. We have no complaints. We must support his plan to 
ensure that all consumers and Canadians are better educated and 
better prepared to deal with all the new financial products, which are 
numerous and complex. I would remind members of the unfortunate 
commercial paper crisis. Even the CEO of Scotiabank said that he 
would not have anything to do with it because he was not familiar 
with the product. He did not have the qualifications to understand 
how these speculative instruments were structured. He said that they 
were so complex that he was ordering his bank not to touch them. 


Think of all those who bought commercial paper and were told 
that the return was strong, that it was the best possible return. All 
these people suffered major losses. That is what needs to be 
corrected. We must ensure that people are not totally overwhelmed 
when they face important economic decisions related to their 
savings, their future, their pension, the division of matrimonial 
property, the management of inherited assets, not to mention the 
choice in comprehensive insurance. Currently, there are too many 
products available to Canadians, and they are also extremely 


complex. They are often written in a language that one must already 


be familiar with. One must be knowledgeable, be quite familiar with 
this industry and understand the legal terminology that is used. 


The hon. member for Edmonton—Leduc tells us that people 
should be better prepared to face difficulties and complexities and 
that they should be sure to deal with individuals who will not rob 
them. Unfortunately, in recent years, we have seen many people put 
their trust in individuals and businesses that literally made fun of 
them and took all their savings. We must ensure that such events do 
not happen again. 


While this initiative is a worthwhile first step, we should ensure 
that it is not the only step. There is a path to follow and that path 
must be followed to the very end. We must not take only that first 
step. We must go all the way and ensure that people not only 
understand what an insurance policy is all about, but also know what 
recourse they have against an insurance company that does not live 
up to its undertakings. People must also be able to protect 
themselves against practices that may be legal and honest but that 
may cost them much more than anticipated, in the case of credit 
cards. 
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This is one of the things we should perhaps be aiming for so that 
people are better able to stand up to big organizations. Two cases in 
particular come to mind: Nortel and AbitibiBowater. People had put 
their savings in group pension funds. They thought everything was 
fine, everything was going well. Still, they did keep watch to some 
extent, but it was not enough to stop their pension funds from going 
bankrupt. Those people found themselves with extremely large 
reductions in their pension plan. When you lose 40% of your main 
source of income, it means not replacing windows that year or 
cancelling the little trip south you wanted to go on with the family. 
You have to give that up. Quite often, it is sad, because time passes 
and if people cannot do something that year, they will never do it 
again. 


On that point, the member for Edmonton—Leduc does not go far 
enough. While, with the great honesty he is known for, he says 
openly and clearly what road we have to take, the motor in his car is 
not strong enough to get very far. That is our criticism of him and it 
is on that point that we have reservations. 


On the essential points, we are pleased with his speech and we 
find it interesting. It was given by someone whose intellectual 
integrity cannot be questioned. But what we can stress, and we will 
do it constantly and strenuously, and we will not cease to point this 
out, is the fact that not only do people have to know the products 
they are dealing with, they also have to be well aware of what 
remedies they may have. We are asking that financial institutions 
improve the information about their products. They must also inform 
people with a certain degree of transparency. They have to tell 
people that they have had a lot of problems in this regard in the past. 
They lend to individuals who, too often, because of the risk, are 
pushed into bankruptcy later. 


That information is important. Institutions give out unsolicited 
credit cards, especially to young people, or press people into getting 
credit cards. They are offered a credit card at the entrance to a 
department store. They are told to sign and they will be sent a credit 
card with a $2,500 line of credit. That does not enable people to be 
well informed about all of the obligations they are incurring. There 
needs to be more oversight of the use of credit and financial planning 
for the future. People have to be more willing to receive that 
information, and it must be good information. We have to make sure 
that this information is accessible to everyone when they need it, that 
it is not just a matter of urging people to be customers, but also to be 
informed consumers. 


I encourage people, and especially the member for Edmonton— 
Leduc, to keep going down this very fine road. 


@ (1825) 
[English] 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Revenue, CPC): Madam Speaker, I wish to thank the 
House for the opportunity to speak to the private member's motion, 
Motion No. 269, which is sponsored by the member for Edmonton— 
Leduc. 


Before speaking to today's motion, let me recognize the good 
work that the member has done. I do not think I have any other 
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quotes from Don Martin, but certainly as a member of Parliament 
since 2009 and in his current capacity as chair of the finance 
committee, we all respect the great leadership that he shows. 


The motion before us today recommends that the government 
improve financial literacy in Canada by responding to the 
recommendations of the task force on financial literacy; creating, 
promoting and continuously upgrading a single source website for 
financial literacy to increase public awareness and ease access to 
information for Canadians; requiring federally regulated financial 
institutions to publicly disclose their contributions to financial 
literacy initiatives; ensuring the Financial Consumer Agency of 
Canada works with willing provinces and territories to promote 
financial literacy to youth through the educational system; and 
designating November as financial literacy month. 


I have to stop for just a minute to say that when I was in Grade 9, I 
took an elective course in high school, which I remember to this day. 
It was optional Terry Toller consumer education. He taught us how 
to do our tax returns. He taught us about stocks. He taught us many 
things in that class in Grade 9. I am forever thankful for the advice 
and the educational program that I received. It is still a really 
important and valuable tool. So, to the degree that schools pick up 
this opportunity, it is going to be incredibly important. 


Certainly, we live in an increasingly complex financial world of 
investment and credit products whose characteristics and risks have 
become much more difficult to comprehend. Financial products 
available to Canadians continue to rapidly expand and the 
complexity of such products can make it difficult for most of us to 
fully comprehend the risks, the fees, and the potential returns. 


In Canada's economic action plan, or budget 2009, our 
Conservative government outlined key steps to protect consumers 
with regard to financial services and products. 


First, the government enhanced consumer protection measures 
dealing with credit cards and mortgage insurance. 


Second, and very important for the purposes of today's discussion, 
we established the task force on financial literacy to make 
recommendations to create a cohesive national strategy to improve 
financial literacy in Canada. The task force delivered its final report 
on February 9, 2011, entitled “Canadians and Their Money: Building 
a brighter financial future”. 


The report, which is available online for public viewing, outlined 
30 recommendations to improve the financial literacy of Canadians. 
The report was very well-received by Canadians. Indeed, here is 
what the non-profit Canadian organization ABC Life Literacy had to 
say about the task force's report: 


Every Canadian should have the literacy skills they need to live a fully engaged 
life. The Task Force has strongly encouraged that financial literacy be recognized as 
an important life skill to help Canadians thrive in workplaces, homes and 
communities. 


The report, like our government, acknowledged that improving 
financial literacy helps consumers make knowledgeable and 
confident decisions toward achieving their financial goals. 
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At the same time, through Canada's economic action plan, our 
Conservative government has strengthened Canada's financial 
system and protected Canadians' hard-earned savings. 


The Deputy Speaker: | regret to interrupt the hon. member. She 
will have six minutes when this motion returns on the order paper. 


The time provided for the consideration of private members' 
business is now expired and the order is dropped to the bottom of the 
order of precedence on the order paper. 


ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS 


A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed 
to have been moved. 


© (1830) 
[Translation] 
DISABILITY INSURANCE 


Ms. Manon Perreault (Montcalm, NDP): Madam Speaker, I 
have tried to get answers from the government on the Canada 
pension plan disability program many times. The summative 
evaluation of the program released at the end of the summer 
revealed some worrisome facts. 


According to the report, disabled persons are among the least 
fortunate in Canada. Compared to the rest of the Canadian 
population, they are more likely to be unemployed, they are more 
likely to live below the poverty line and they are often unable to pay 
for their basic needs such as clothing and food. Canada's food banks 
have recently reported that a growing number of people who receive 
disability benefits are using their services. This 1s truly unacceptable. 


I would like to quote one particularly shocking passage: 


The study finds that, compared to the 48% of all beneficiaries who started 
receiving CPPD pension between 1993 and 2004 and whose family income was 
below the Low Income Cut Off two years after CPPD started, the following 
subgroups were more likely to be in this situation: those who had mental disorders 
(55%), those who developed a disability before the age of 34 (68%), those who were 
separated or divorced (63%), and single parents (73%). 


These figures are unacceptable. 


The evaluation also gives some troubling statistics. More than half 
of the applications are denied. Half of the applicants denied still have 
no employment income after three years. This indicates that these 
people are truly unable to work because of their disability. They tried 
unsuccessfully to obtain support from this government and they now 
live without support, ignored and forgotten. Even worse, the appeal 
process for the old age security and Canada pension plan programs 
has become more complex and can take months, even years. The 
Office of the Commissioner of Review Tribunals is backlogged 
because it is receiving more and more review applications while the 
government continues to cut its budget. 


What I find even more insulting is that this government also 
cancelled the long form census and the participation and activity 
limitation survey, the only survey that collected information about 
people living with functional limitations in Canada. 
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The message that this government is sending to the disabled is 
clear: no help, no support, no improvement of programs. If it stops 
counting people living with functional limitations, how can this 
government create better policies? It is inconceivable that Canada, a 
signatory to the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities, is acting this way. 


This report offered the government the opportunity to work at 
making real improvements to the Canada pension plan disability 
program. Unfortunately, the Department of Human Resources and 
Skills Development chose to set the report aside and make empty 
promises that it would do more research at a later time. We do not 
need any more studies. The facts laid out in the summative 
evaluation provide enough information to take action. We need to 
take action. 


When will this government realize that there is a serious lack of 
support for people with functional limitations? And will it commit to 
improving the lives of more than 4 million Canadians? 


[English] 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Madam Speaker, I would like to thank the member 
for Montcalm for raising this important issue in regard to the Canada 
pension plan disability benefit. 


First, I would like to point out that the province of Quebec has its 
own pension plan, known in French as Le Régime de rentes du 
Québec, which is very similar to the Canada pension plan and has a 
similar disability pension. If one of my colleague's constituents is 
deemed to be disabled, he or she would be entitled to benefits under 
the Quebec pension plan, not the Canada pension plan disability 
benefit. 


That being said, let me point out that no government has done 
more to support Canadians with disabilities than our Conservative 
government. For example, we signed the Convention on the Rights 
of Persons with Disabilities and we introduced the disability savings 
plan along with several other measures to help these people and their 
families. 


The opposition parties have a shameful record of consistently 
voting against these things that help Canadians with disabilities. The 
NDP has actually voted against every single initiative introduced by 
our government to help those Canadians with disabilities. More than 
300,000 Canadians have received disability benefits from the 
Canada pension plan. 


As the hon. member knows, the CPP disability benefit provides 
basic earnings replacement to Canadian workers who have made 
sufficient contributions to the plan and cannot work regularly 
because of a severe or prolonged disability. 


Ensuring that Canadians receive the benefits for which they are 
eligible is a priority for the Government of Canada. The CPP 
disability benefit is certainly the largest federal income security 
program for working age persons with disabilities and Canada's 
largest public disability insurance program. 
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However, to fully understand what is out there to help Canadians 
with disabilities, we have to look at the bigger picture. The CPP 
disability benefit should not be considered in isolation. It is only one 
element of a broader social safety net that supports working age 
Canadians with disabilities. 


Let me give hon. members a few examples of this broader safety 
net. EI sickness benefits provide temporary income support to ensure 
workers who need to take time off to recover from an illness, injury 
or quarantine before they return to work, but I have to stress that the 
Government of Canada is not the sole proprietor of Canada's social 
safety net. It is a shared responsibility with the provinces, territories 
and municipalities, all playing extremely important roles. 


@ (1835) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Manon Perreault: Madam Speaker, to begin, I would simply 
like to mention that I am well aware of the Quebec pension plan 
disability benefit. It exists in Quebec, but not across Canada. 


The government has yet to implement an action plan to give effect 
to the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. Signing 
a document is not enough. We need to move forward and make 
concrete changes for people with disabilities. 


My colleague mentioned that CPP disability benefit payments 
were not meant to be the sole source of income. Yet that 1s the case 
for 12% of recipients. I would like to quote from the evaluation: 
“CPPD accounted for over 80 percent of the income of beneficiaries 
with less than $15,000 income in 2006.” Let me say that again: 
$15,000. Those figures are powerful. Saying that the CPPD is not 
meant to be the sole source of income does nothing to improve the 
situation. 


Why is the government not focusing on real solutions instead of 
shirking its responsibilities? 


[English] 


Ms. Kellie Leitch: Madam Speaker, every province and territory 
has income support programs to help its residents with disabilities. 
For example, in Quebec there is the social solidarity program. This 
program provides financial assistance to people with very limited 
capacity for employment. 


While municipalities do not provide income support, they offer a 
variety of services and programs to help their citizens with 
disabilities, programs such as accessibility, assisted housing and 
other such programs. 


I should also mention the disability benefits offered through 
employer-sponsored group insurance plans and private coverage 
held by individuals. 


We want to ensure that Canadians with disabilities have financial 
security and the opportunity to maximize their potential. We are 
happy to collaborate with other governments at all levels to make 
that possible. 


SENIORS 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, as members know, an NDP motion supported by all parties 
in the House passed unanimously in June of this year. While I am 


pleased that our initiative to end seniors' poverty did have support, I 
have profound concerns because the government has failed to take 
the NDP motion into account. It seems that the government is only 
willing to pay lip service to democracy and the seniors struggling to 
make ends meet. 


The government agenda is clear: go full steam ahead and cut $11 
billion from programs and services Canadians rely upon; underfund 
important programs; and continue to cater to big business with 
unaffordable corporate tax cuts. 


Seniors represent one of the fastest-growing populations in 
Canada today. The number of seniors in Canada is projected to 
increase from 4.2 million to 9.8 million between 2005 and 2036. 
With so many more seniors retiring in the years to come, we need to 
have social safety nets in place now, to avoid dramatic increases in 
the rate of poverty in the future. 


The Conservative government is clearly not preparing for the 
increased number of seniors in 2036 and those who are seniors today 
will not benefit as they should from the current budget. The 
government heralds its increase to the guaranteed income supple- 
ment, yet that money is nowhere near enough. The most recent 
budget would provide $300 million per year for a small increase to 
the GIS, $600 for single seniors and $840 for couples, but this is less 
than half of what is needed and less than half of what New 
Democrats asked for it. It will not even come close to pulling every 
senior out of poverty. 


The government's solution to seniors’ poverty and access to 
resources is to offer tax breaks and trumpet the new horizons 
program. Both fall far short of what we really need, such as 
investment in home care, investment in pharmacare, increased access 
to resources, appropriate and affordable housing and investment in 
geriatric studies. Investments in our communities and in our families 
are what are needed, not corporate tax breaks. 


Most seniors cannot afford to cash in on the promised tax cuts in 
the budgets because they do not earn enough. The people who are 
struggling the most, such as seniors, single mothers and those who 
have lost their jobs, are the people for whom the government should 
provide help. The government has an obligation to help. Tax credits 
are of little use to the unemployed, the working poor and seniors 
struggling on small pensions because they do not have enough 
income to qualify. 


The new horizons program is the only investment the government 
is making in our seniors. While promotion of community programs 
is not a bad thing, there are so many more and much smarter ways to 
invest tax dollars to ensure our seniors are lifted out of poverty, have 
access to resources available to them and are able to choose to live 
where they want. Dignity in retirement should be a right, not a 
privilege. 
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The government should be prepared to act to lift seniors out of 
poverty, or will it continue to hide its disgraceful inaction behind 
meaningless tax breaks and small investments in new horizons? 


@ (1840) 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am pleased to respond to the 
member for London—Fanshawe on the issue of seniors’ poverty. 


Our government is vigilant on this issue and we truly appreciate 
the contributions of seniors in building our communities across 
Canada. A key Government of Canada priority is to help Canadians 
prepare for and achieve financial security in their later years. The 
most important support for making this happen is through a public 
pension system. 


Let me underline that the Canada pension plan is a stable, well 
designed plan that is portable from province to province. The chief 
actuary of Canada has confirmed that the Canada pension plan is 
fully sustainable for generations to come. This year Canadians will 
receive an estimated $72 billion in benefits through the Canada 
pension plan, old age security and the guaranteed income 
supplement. 


Canada's strong public pension system has had great success in 
reducing poverty among seniors from a rate of 21% in 1980 to 5.2% 
in 2009. Three years ago we increased the GIS earnings exemption 
to $3,500 from $500. This allowed GIS recipients who chose to 
work to keep up to an additional $1,500 in GIS benefits annually. 


Budget 2011 also announced other measures to improve the 
financial security of our most vulnerable seniors and expand 
opportunities for older Canadians. 


Beginning in July 2011, seniors with little or no income other than 
the OAS pension and the GIS have been receiving additional 
benefits of up to $600 for single seniors and $840 for couples per 
year, the most significant increase for the lowest income seniors in 
over 25 years. More than 680,000 low-income seniors will benefit 
from this increase. 


OAS benefits, including the GIS, are adjusted accordingly in 
January, April, July and October to reflect changes in the cost of 
living as measured by the Consumer Price Index. That way seniors' 
purchasing power is protected. - 


The Old Age Security Act contains a guarantee that OAS benefits 
will not be reduced even when there is a decrease in the Consumer 
Price Index. In other words, the OAS benefits will never be 
decreased. 


The Government of Canada is providing $2.3 billion annually in 
tax relief to seniors and pensioners through pension income splitting 
and increasing the age credit. 


Another initiative that is worth mentioning is our government's 
recognition of the role of informal caregivers as a complement to 
Canada's health care system. This is why we introduced the new 
family caregivers tax credit. It will help provide financial relief for 
caregivers of infirm, dependent relatives, spouses, common-law 
partners and children. This will benefit over 500,000 Canadians. 
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This year we increased the new horizons for seniors program by 
$10 million over the next two years, bringing this year's budget to 
$45 million. We have also provided $50 million over two years to 
extend the targeted initiative for older workers until 2013-14. 


Since 2006, the Government of Canada has taken action on many 
issues important to seniors, whether that be providing $400 million 
over two years under budget 2009 for the construction of housing 
units for low-income seniors, or establishing October | as National 
Seniors Day, or creating the National Seniors Council in 2007 to 
provide advice to the federal government on matters related to the 
well-being and quality of life for seniors and, finally, the federal 
elder abuse initiative which was successfully concluded in March 
2011. 


The Government of Canada has taken concrete steps to help 
seniors and will continue to help Canadians prepare for and achieve 
financial security in their later years. 


© (1845) 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen: Madam Speaker, the CPP is a good plan, 
but it needs to be reformed and we have seen none of that. In fact, 
the only response from the government is another private pension 
scheme. 


The member opposite clearly did not hear my question or has 
chosen not to answer. Tax breaks are not enough. On this side of the 
House, we did not vote for those tax breaks because they would do 
nothing to actually lift seniors out of poverty. 


Seniors are being forced to use food banks and their retirement 
savings, if any, have been depleted by this economic downturn. We 
need real action, not lip service, and we can afford to do it. We have 
the means available now. We can and we must make investments 
because no one deserves to be left behind. 


The Conservatives talk, but they do not do. It is time to do 
something for the impoverished seniors of our country. There is no 
time left. We need action now. 


Ms. Kellie Leitch: Madam Speaker, as I mentioned before, the 
government has made unprecedented gains with respect to helping 
seniors, whether that be increasing the GIS, the new horizons seniors 
program by $10 million over the next two years, providing $50 
million over the next two years to extend the targeted initiative for 
older workers until 2013-14, $400 million over two years in budget 
2009 for housing for low-income senior and establishing a national 
seniors day and the federal elder abuse initiative. These are all things 
that this government has moved forward on to show its appreciation 
for seniors. 
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The Government of Canada is taking concrete steps to help 
seniors, unlike the NDP that has voted against all of these initiatives 
again and again. We will continue to help Canadians prepare for and 
achieve financial security in their later years. 


AIRLINE SAFETY 


Mr. Dennis Bevington (Western Arctic, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
I am pleased to have a chance to speak again on the issue of aviation 
safety. 


On October 18, I asked the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure 
and Communities why we had not seen the government follow up on 
its commitment to bring on line a full complement of operational 
inspectors for our aviation industry. 


The minister said that I was attacking the integrity of the Transport 
Canada workers. Nothing could be further from the truth. I was 
attacking the integrity of the bureaucracy in the government, which 
in May 2010 promised us, at the transport committee, that it would 
go through the process of hiring some 98 Transport Canada aviation 
operational inspectors who were missing at that time. 


The sad state is it is worse. There are fewer aviation inspectors 
now than there were in May 2010. We have actually stepped 
backward a bit from that point. 


I certainly did not attack the integrity of the inspectors, who are 
working flat out without a full staff. However, the government, 
which promised to do this and knew these problems were developing 
in aviation safety for small carriers across the country, in November 
2009, when it delayed the implementation of SMS for small carriers, 
admitted we had a problem in safety in Canada among small carriers. 


The crashes that have occurred across northern Canada in the past 
12 months all appear to be operational in nature and appear to be the 
kinds of crashes that are associated with the operation of an aircraft, 
not mechanical in nature. It certainly sheds some light on what is 
happening inside our aviation system. 


I was transport critic for this party in the last term. The transport 
critic before me put the same effort into aviation safety. We 
understand the importance of it to Canada and to the people who 
have to fly in small planes in conditions that are fast-changing across 
northern Canada, where climate change has made the weather 
systems very uncertain. 


The situation now is we have 595 positions in aviation safety 
across the country and only 382 are filled. This is especially noted in 
the Prairies and northern regions and in the Atlantic regions. These 
are issues that affect people flying. 


What has caused this issue? The issue has been exacerbated by the 
government, first, pushing the small carriers into SMS. Then when 
the government removed them from the SMS system, it did not 
really put back in the system of oversight that was used prior to that. 


Now we have a situation where small carriers are not bound by 
SMS, yet they do not have the oversight, the on-the-ground 
inspections that small aircraft carriers across the country relied on 
to keep their safety standards to a high extent, and this is a bad 
situation. 


The simple message for the government is to hire the inspectors, 
put the system back in order and give the Transport Canada workers 
the manpower they need to do the job for Canadians across the 


country. 
@ (1850) 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Madam Speaker, Canada has one of the safest air 
transportation systems in the world, a fact recognized by the 
International Civil Aviation Organization. During the last decade we 
have seen a continual decline in the accident rate. In fact, we recently 
saw the total number of accidents decline to the lowest recorded 
figure in 10 years. Those are numbers we can be proud of. 


Make no mistake though, Transport Canada officials take every 
accident seriously. Our thoughts go out to those affected by the tragic 
accidents in the north. We are supporting the Transportation Safety 
Board in getting to the bottom of those incidents. 


To date, Transport Canada has taken several steps in response to 
the accidents. We have appointed a minister's observer to support the 
investigation and to keep the department informed of its progress. 
We are conducting a post-accident review to verify compliance with 
aviation safety regulations. We are evaluating if there are any issues 
that need immediate attention. We are reviewing data to determine if 
these accidents represent a trend when compared to past years. 


I appreciate that now more than ever northern air carriers are faced 
with many unique challenges. Their services are crucial to the 
livelihood of many and they do excellent work every day to support 
their communities. Transport Canada has a robust safety program in 
support of these operators and verifies the safety of their operations. 


The implication that our oversight program is weak is false. We 
dedicate more than 80% of civil aviation safety resources to 
oversight activities like inspections. Since 2007, our inspector 
position totals and staff have increased. What is more, our oversight 
model is based on a risk approach that allocates resources to the 
areas where they provide maximum safety benefit. 


Our surveillance procedures include planned and unplanned 
inspections to verify compliance with aviation regulations. These 
inspections involve on-site interviews with staff and reviews of 
companies' safety practices. Today, in addition to traditional 
surveillance methods, our inspectors evaluate the safety systems 
within companies. Companies go beyond meeting traditional checks 
and balances and ensure that they tailor their safety and their risk 
management strategies to their operations. 


This approach is a global standard and our work has put us ahead 
of the world. I stand proud that our experiences can be used as a 
model for other authorities around the world to follow as they 
implement their safety systems. 


@ (1855) 


Mr. Dennis Bevington: Madam Speaker, certainly we can talk 
about Canada's aviation safety record. We can talk about SMS as 
being leading edge, but in reality, there is no other country that 
would institute SMS without proper oversight. This is the question 
that we have for the government. Why has this not happened? 
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The Conservatives agreed in 2010 that they would replace and 
fully complement our operations inspectors across this country, but 
they have not done that. When it comes to the situation right now in 
terms of the safety of the travelling public, we can divide it into two 
groups. Statistically, if we take Canadian aviation as a whole, large 
carriers that have the internal ability to provide good safety systems 
are generally safe, but with respect to small carriers, the government 
agreed in 2009 to back off from SMS with small carriers, and that is 
where we need the oversight. I wish the government would go ahead 
with this in a good fashion. 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre: Madam Speaker, Canada's aviation safety 
record is one of the best in the world. We recently saw the total 
number of incidents decline to the lowest recorded figure in 10 years. 
When an accident does happen we do take it seriously. Transport 
Canada is looking closely at the recent accidents that have taken 
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place to which the hon. member has alluded to determine if there are 
any issues that need to be addressed immediately. However, it is 
inappropriate to attack our aviation safety program when it has 
received international recognition as a world leader. 


As a result, the department has continued to work with 
stakeholders in order to preserve the security and the safety of our 
system to protect Canadians and to keep our planes in the sky. 


[Translation] 


The Deputy Speaker: The motion to adjourn the House is now 
deemed to have been adopted. Accordingly, this House stands 
adjourned until tomorrow at 2 p.m., pursuant to Standing Order 
24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 6:58 p.m.) 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Wednesday, November 16, 2011 


The House met at 2 p.m. 


Prayers 


@ (1405) 
[English] 


The Speaker: It being Wednesday, we will now have the singing 
of the national anthem led by the hon. member for Winnipeg North. 


[Members sang the national anthem| 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
[Translation] 


PARTI QUÉBÉCOIS 


Mr. Jean-François Fortin (Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Ma- 
tane—Matapédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, 35 years ago yesterday, on 
November 15, 1976, the Parti Québécois took power in Quebec's 
National Assembly for the first time. During its first mandate, René 
Lévesque's party accomplished great things, particularly in terms of 
farmland protection legislation, the Charter of the French Language, 
automobile insurance and political party financing legislation. 


It was also during this first mandate that the first referendum on 
Quebec sovereignty took place. Today, 35 years later, the dream of 
making Quebec a country is more relevant than ever. As we face this 
backward-thinking government that rejects Quebec values, Que- 
beckers must realize that this is no longer our home and that it is time 
we built our own country. 


On behalf of the Bloc Québécois, I want to commend the work 
accomplished by the Parti Québécois over the past 35 years. 


XX x 
[English] 


BURLINGTON PERFORMING ARTS CENTRE 


Mr. Mike Wallace (Burlington, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is my 
honour to congratulate and thank the Burlington residents who have 
contributed to a fantastic new addition to the city's cultural mosaic. 
In the next few weeks we will be officially opening the Burlington 
Performing Arts Centre. The dream of a performing arts centre 
facility began in 1999 and the vision has come to fruition. 


I want to recognize all who have taken a leadership role in this 
project, have contributed financially and have provided support by 
volunteering their time. 


I also want to thank our Conservative government for its support 
through the cultural spaces program. The financial support made the 
difference in kick-starting this vital cultural infrastructure project in 
our community. 


The Burlington Performing Arts Centre will deliver experiences 
that inspire for many generations to come. à 


I want to thank all involved for their vision, their commitment, 
and their contribution in making this dream come true. 


*** 


LITTERLESS LUNCH CHALLENGE 


Mr. Fin Donnelly (New Westminster—Coquitlam, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to announce the winner of my second annual 
litterless lunch challenge. 


This year over 50 classes from Baker Drive, F.W. Howay, Lord 


-Baden-Powell, Moody, Ranch Park, Rochester and Maillard Middle 


schools participated in the challenge during Waste Reduction Week. 


This year's winning class went an astounding 100% litter-free for 
the entire week. Congratulations to Ms. MacKay's kindergarten- 
grade | class students from Baker Drive Elementary in Coquitlam. 
They are this year's litterless lunch winners. 


My sincere thanks go to all the students, teachers and parents who 
helped make this challenge such a success. They did a great job. 
Special thanks go to the Green Team at Maillard Middle, which 
coordinated the entire school's participation in the challenge. 


kK *K 


DIABETES 


Mr. Patrick Brown (Barrie, CPC): Mr. Speaker, November is 
National Diabetes Awareness Month. This past Monday we 
celebrated World Diabetes Day, marking the birthday of Sir 
Frederick Banting who, along with Dr. Charles Best, co-discovered 
insulin 90 years ago. 


Nearly every Canadian is touched in some way by diabetes. 
Diabetes is expected to have a continued widespread impact on 
Canadians in the coming years. 


More than three million Canadians live with some form of 
diabetes, and this number is increasing by 3% to 5% every year. The 
greatest rise is in children five to nine years of age. 


3142 


Statements by Members 


Diabetes and its complications cost the Canadian economy more 
than $17.4 billion a year. 


The Juvenile Diabetes Research Foundation, JDRF, is the leading 
charitable funder and advocate of diabetes research in the world. It is 
working hard to find a cure for diabetes and its complications 
through the support of research. 


I ask my colleagues in the House to join me in supporting JDRF 
and all diabetes agencies in having a very successful World Diabetes 
Month. 


¥ ROS 


HUMAN RIGHTS 


Hon. Irwin Cotler (Mount Royal, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, today 
marks the 20th anniversary of the UN Working Group on Arbitrary 
Detention, one of the more effective United Nations bodies that has 
addressed and redressed individual cases of political prisoners who 
have been arbitrarily arrested, illegally detained and unjustly 
imprisoned in violation of international human rights law. 


Indeed, the UN working group has issued important rulings in the 
illegal detention of Burmese opposition leader and Nobel Peace 
Prize laureate, Aung San Suu Kyi, and helped secure her release, and 
in the illegal detention and imprisonment of Nobel Peace Prize 
laureate, Liu Xiaobo. 


I am now petitioning the working group in the case of the arbitrary 
arrest, detention and imprisonment of Egyptian blogger Maikel 
Nabil, one of the first political prisoners of the post-Mubarak era, 
who is now entering his 86th day of a hunger strike. We urgently 
seek his release and the UN working group can help us in this regard. 


*** 


HUMAN RIGHTS 


Mr. Terence Young (Oakville, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to bring to the attention of the House an ongoing human rights crisis: 
the mass killing of a vulnerable native people in the Congo. 


Since the 1960s, the countries and rebel groups surrounding the 
Congo River basin have displayed utter contempt for the lives of 
pygmies. To put it simply, pygmies are under threat of eradication. 
We know this due to the courageous work of intrepid Canadian 
journalist Geoffrey Clarfield. 


Pygmies have endured massacres, the raping of their women and 
even cannibalism at the hands of their oppressors. In the Democratic 
Republic of Congo, rebel factions ridicule the United Nations 
because it has no legal means of stopping their inhumane crimes, so 
the slaughter of pygmies continues. Since 2003, an estimated 70,000 
pygmies have been killed by tribal militias under erase the board 
campaigns. The remaining population hides in remote areas of the 
surrounding forests for safety, yet they are still in danger. 


I call on the international community to help stop the slaughter of 
pygmies. 
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PALLIATIVE AND COMPASSIONATE CARE 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
almost two years ago a group of MPs from across party lines formed 
a non-partisan parliamentary group aimed at promoting awareness of 
deficiencies in Canada's palliative and compassionate care frame- 
work. The Parliamentary Committee on Palliative and Compassio- 
nate Care, which now has over 55 members and was co-chaired by 
me and the members for Kitchener—Conestoga and Guelph, 
conducted research and heard from Canadians throughout the 


country. 


Tomorrow, November 17, the committee will release its landmark 
report outlining the findings and making recommendations on three 
main long-term health issues: palliative care, suicide prevention and 
elder abuse. Through our study we learned some troubling statistics. 
At least 10 Canadians die by suicide each day. Suicide is the leading 
cause of death among those between the ages of 10 and 24. We also 
discovered that only 16% to 30% of Canadians who need palliative 
care are able to access it. We also learned that as many as 10% of all 
seniors will experience some form of abuse in their lifetime. 


I am proud of what the committee has accomplished in working 
across party lines to produce a substantial report that demonstrates 
that parliamentarians of all political stripes can work co-operatively 
for vulnerable Canadians. 


FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Mr. Kevin Sorenson (Crowfoot, CPC): Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
the Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security 
heard testimony that the failed and costly long gun registry has no 
ability to prevent crime and there is no evidence that it has stopped a 
single crime or saved a single life. It does not prevent anyone from 
using a firearm for violence and it does not keep guns out of the 
hands of criminals. 


A master instructor for the Canadian Firearms Safety Course 
testified that the registry misses the target of the criminal use of 
firearms. He said that instead, it targets millions of lawful, legitimate 
firearms owners. 


The fact is the registry can do nothing to prevent criminals from 
obtaining or using firearms. Front-line police officers cannot risk 
their lives on the inaccurate, unverified information in the registry. 


At the committee the Minister of Public Safety had to explain to 
the NDP that there is a difference between feeling safe and actually 
being safe. It is irresponsible to continue pouring tax dollars into the 
long gun registry because it feels like the right thing to do or the safe 
thing to do. The NDP proved again that it is unfit to lead. 
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HUMAN RIGHTS 


Mr. Brian Storseth (Westlock—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to talk about my protecting freedom bill, an act to amend 
the Canadian Human Rights Act which would repeal section 13. 
Section 13 of the Canadian Human Rights Act erodes the 
fundamental building blocks upon which our society is built. These 
are not just the freedoms that every Canadian holds so dear, but also 
the freedoms that our society depends upon to grow and mature. 


As George Washington described, “If freedom of speech is taken 
away, then dumb and silent we may be led like sheep to the 
slaughter”. Freedom of speech is the bedrock upon which all other 
freedoms are built. Without the freedom of speech and expression, 
what good is the freedom of assembly or the freedom of religion? 
Freedom of speech is the only real tool that free and democratic 
societies have to fight bigotry and ignorance. 


We must ensure that we protect and enhance our fundamental 
freedoms. This is not just an issue of blue or orange, left or right. 
This is an issue that affects all Canadians equally. I am asking all 
members to stand and support Bill C-304, my protecting freedom 
bill. 


xk * 


OCCUPY PROTEST MOVEMENT 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, protests are 
a vital part of our democracy. Citizens occupying public space are 
part of a proud tradition of non-violent civil disobedience. This is a 
practice that takes discipline, dedication and courage. It has been a 
constant presence in virtually all movements fighting for economic 
and social justice. Think about the civil rights movement led by 
Martin Luther King, the ending of apartheid in South Africa, the fall 
of the Berlin wall, the Arab spring. Embedded in these historic 
struggles for freedom and equality, acts of non-violent civil 
disobedience help nudge history in the right direction. 


The occupy protests across Canada speak to the fact that 
something is fundamentally wrong when a few individuals and 
corporations control most of the wealth of nations. While some seek 
to trivialize and shut down the Toronto protests, at its core the 
occupy Toronto movement is a cry out for social justice, for greater 
democracy and an economic system that nurtures rather than distorts 
the true face of humanity. 


* %X % 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Ms. Joyce Bateman (Winnipeg South Centre, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the NDP opposes creating jobs and are attacking Canada 
abroad. The New Democrats are at it again today, undermining the 
Canadian economy. They claim that Canadian jobs will be driven 
away to the U.S. if the Keystone XL pipeline goes through. As we 
have consistently said, the Keystone pipeline will create thousands 
of jobs and billions in economic growth on both sides of the border. 


We are encouraged that an agreement has been reached to find a 
new route for the pipeline. I hope this news will mean the project can 
proceed. However, the delay highlights the need for Canada to 
ensure it opens export markets outside the United States, into Asia in 
particular. 


Statements by Members 


Canadians gave our Conservative government a strong mandate to 
stay focused on what matters to Canadians, jobs and economic 
growth. That is what we are doing. 


@ (1415) 


MCGILL'S WOMEN IN HOUSE PROGRAM 


Ms. Mylène Freeman (Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, today I rise to welcome to Parliament the 
students participating in McGill's women in house program. Women 
in house has the noble mandate to foster an interest in political 
involvement in young women with the goal of improving female 
representation in government. 


The women in house program began in 2001 as an attempt to 
break down the barriers women face in politics. Tomorrow female 
MPs and senators will mentor the young women who are sitting in 
the gallery today. The participants will hear first hand from female 
politicians about the daily realities of political life. This program 
makes politics accessible to young women and has inspired past 
participants, including myself, profoundly. 


As a student, I was a participant and a coordinator of women in 
house and it motivated me to push the boundaries of what it meant to 
be a politician. I hope participants will take away from this eye- 
opening experience the desire to get involved and break down the 
barriers women face in politics. 
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DIRECT SELLING INDUSTRY 


Mr. Joe Preston (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, Canada's direct selling industry injects over $4.5 billion 
in total sales into the Canadian marketplace and provides earning 
opportunities for 900,000 of our constituents, including many of my 
own in Elgin—Middlesex—London. 


Direct selling builds sales, management and interpersonal skills. 
Many direct sellers will apply these skills to their careers, their 
households and other business ventures. 


More than 90% of Canada's direct sellers are women, embracing 
their entrepreneurial spirit and benefiting from the flexible and 
convenient opportunities that direct selling provides. 


This evening the Direct Sellers Association of Canada will 
celebrate the Year of the Entrepreneur at its annual parliamentary 
reception. I encourage all members to attend and meet some of 
Canada's leading direct sellers, their companies and to learn more 
about this dynamic and important industry. 
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THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this 
is an extraordinary moment for our planet. This month the world's 
seven billionth citizen was born into a population more aware than 
ever of the challenges of sustaining life on a crowded planet. 


Between 1960 and 2000, the world's population doubled. During 
that same period, the world lost 25% of its land species, 28% of 
marine life and 29% of freshwater species. This is the fastest and 
greatest rate of biodiversity loss since the extinction of the dinosaurs. 


People depend on nature for many things: a stable climate, clean 
air, fresh water, abundant food, tourism and incalculable economic 
benefits. To thrive as a species, we must work together to conserve 
nature. 


I am honoured to chair the all party international conservation 
caucus, a non-partisan group with representation from all five 
parties. The ICC brings together scientists and environmental and 
conservation experts and provides them with a platform to present 
their research findings, to talk about conservation challenges and 
solutions and to help inform parliamentarians and others. 


Together, we can make a difference. 


wk ** 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. LaVar Payne (Medicine Hat, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the NDP 
were down in DC yesterday, taking another run at the Canadian 
economy attacking good jobs here at home. The New Democrats 
cannot help siding with anti-Canadian special interests. They have a 
leadership candidate calling for a moratorium on oil sands 
development. The member for Burnaby—Douglas even claims 
Canada will lose jobs as the result of the Keystone XL pipeline. 


I would like to remind the hon. member that the Keystone XL 
pipeline will create thousands of jobs and billions in economic 
growth on both sides of the border. The NDP opposes creating jobs 
and are attacking Canada abroad. 


Canadians gave our Conservative government a strong mandate to 
stay focused on what matters to Canadians, jobs and economic 
growth. Our government will continue to promote Canada and the 
oils sands as a stable, secure and reliable source of energy for the 
world. 
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NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, this week 
the official opposition has sent a delegation to Washington to do 
what the Conservatives have failed to do, to speak for all of Canada 
on energy security. 


Instead of engaging Americans in a constructive dialogue, the 
Conservatives are trash-talking fellow Canadians and questioning 
their patriotism. However, Canadians are smarter than that. They 
remember a Conservative MP trashing Canada in the Wall Street 
Journal because Canadians did not support George Bush's war in 
Iraq. They also recall the same member telling Americans that 
“Canada is a Northern European welfare state in the worst sense of 


the term”. Who was that MP who was trash-talking Canada? It was 
the Prime Minister. 


We will take no lessons from that side of the House on who is 
standing up for Canada. It is time the Conservatives end the attacks 
and the hypocrisy and instead get down to developing a clean energy 
strategy that works for all Canadians and provides clean energy jobs. 


de; ek, 
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FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Mr. Greg Rickford (Kenora, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the leader of 
the NDP has shown a lack of leadership and disunity on countless 
recent occasions, including fairness of the shipbuilding process, 
marketing freedom for western Canadian farmers and the ineffective 
and wasteful long gun registry. What is clear is the NDP does not 
stand up for northern Ontarians, so much so that the placeholder 
NDP leader has imposed more harsh disciplinary measures on the 
NDP MPs from Thunder Bay—Rainy River and Thunder Bay— 
Superior North for voting to end the useless long gun registry. She 
has removed the MP for Thunder Bay—Rainy River from the 
aboriginal affairs and northern development committee. I am going 
to miss his important contributions to this committee and so are his 
constituents. 


We have heard from stakeholders across the region who have said 
that the NDP leader's disgraceful actions are an affront to the 
parliamentary system. Why does the leader of the NDP want to 
silence the voice of northern Canadians? It is a worrying example of 
why the incoherent, disunited NDP is not, and could never be, fit to 
govern. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
[English] 


THE ECONOMY 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, over the past few months, we have witnessed a protest 
movement on a scale never seen before. The occupy movement is 
denouncing economic disparity. People are fed up and they decided 
to act. 


The parks might be cleaned up, people may have to go home, but 
the economic problems will not go away. Unemployment is too high, 
especially for youth. The income gap is growing. 


Has the Prime Minister heard the cry for help? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): The real 
question, Mr. Speaker, is whether the NDP has heard any such cry. 


November 16, 2011 


COMMONS DEBATES 


3145 


The focus of Canadians is on jobs and economic growth. That is 
what this government is focused on. That is why Canada has one of 
the best records in the world on that. 


This government does not go to another country to argue against 
job creation in Canada, but that is what the NDP did, a party that is 
totally unfit to govern or to even comment on the creation of jobs. 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the Prime Minister must understand that the protesters are 
only the tip of the iceberg. Whether it is in Calgary, Toronto, 
Montreal or elsewhere, these people represent the general disgust 
that is spreading through the middle class. 


Last month we lost 72,000 full-time jobs. The new jobs the 
government has been bragging about are temporary, casual, part-time 
or low-paying jobs. Even CIBC has said that the jobs created in the 
past seven months have all been poorly paid. 


Does the Prime Minister realize that? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, when real Canadians face challenges, they roll up their 
sleeves and get to work. That is what our industries our doing, 
despite the NDP's extreme opposition. The NDP goes to the United 
States to oppose the creation of jobs in Canada. That party is not fit 
to govern this country. 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, our party is doing the job that the Prime Minister should be 
doing. 


While the financial community is playing roulette with people's 
savings and major corporations are raking in huge profits and getting 
tax cuts, real people are paying the price. The quality of jobs is going 
down and minimum-wage jobs are on the rise. In fact, wages are not 
keeping up with the cost of living. Real wages are going down, the 
purchasing power of families is going down and people are having a 
hard time making ends meet. 


Why is the Prime Minister turning a blind eye to this economic 
reality? 
© (1425) 

Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, Canada has one of the best records in the western world on 
job creation and support for our families. That is our government's 
clear record, because we remain focused on the economy. 
[English] 


That is totally different from the NDP. The fact that the NDP has 
focused on the occupy protest rather than on job creation tells us 
everything we need to know about the NDP. It is a party that is 
totally unfit to govern or to even comment on job creation. 


| Translation | 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I would remind the Prime Minister that last month, on his 
watch, Canada lost 72,000 full-time jobs. 


Since May 2008, the Canadian economy has created barely 
200,000 net jobs—jobs that pay a lot less and are more precarious. 
Over the same period, 450,000 more people entered the job market. 


Oral Questions 


Therefore, some 250,000 more jobs are needed, just to return to the 
same level. 


Why is the Prime Minister denying the evidence? Why is he not 
making job creation a priority? Why is he leaving so many Canadian 
families behind? 


[English] 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, if I can quote the Minister of Foreign Affairs, that is another 
fact free question. Most every comment in that question was false. I 
would like the member to tell that to over 600,000 Canadians who 
are working now who were not working at the end of the recession. 


Ninety per cent of those jobs are full-time jobs, and 81% of those 
are in the private sector. That is a good news story. I do not know 
how he could make it such a negative story. 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, it is sad. Canadians are struggling with lost jobs and the 
Conservatives are struggling with bogus job numbers. 


We have seen, under this government, that the jobs that are created 
are low wage jobs. One in five Canadian men and one in three 
Canadian women now make less than two-thirds of the average 
wage, and the jobs they get pay $10,000 less than the jobs the 
Conservatives lost. 


Canadians cannot get back to work until the government does its 
job. Why does the government not do its job so Canadians can get 
back to work with family-sustaining jobs, with decent wage jobs, 
with the kind of jobs that build our economy in this country? 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I can say what a $10 billion tax hike would do to jobs. That 
is what the NDP wants to load on us. It was in its campaign platform. 
It wants to download that onto Canadians. 


That would kill jobs. That would be the worst thing that 
Canadians could see and it would kill jobs. The 600,000 more 
Canadians who are working than were working in July 2009 would 
not appreciate that. 


**K* 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, a number of 
our allies are now reviewing the F-35 contract, which means that the 
total number ordered may be lower than anticipated. The Americans 
themselves are facing a great challenge with this. Now we hear that 
the production of the plane may in fact be delayed. 


I ask the Prime Minister, exactly what will it take to convince the 
government that this contract is one that needs to be reviewed by the 
Canadian government? We need to have a competition to produce 
the best possible price for the greatest possible Canadian security. 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it was the previous government that ran a competition to 
select a company internationally to create the next generation fighter 
plane. 
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The current CF-18s will begin to come to the end of their useful 
life in this decade. That is why we are proceeding with the purchase 
of new airplanes, with great support by the way from not just the 
men and women in uniform but also the industry. 


I have heard no concrete suggestion on how we would proceed 
from the Liberal Party. 


[Translation] 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I will say it 
again: Canada needs a new, real competition to meet our needs here 
in Canada, to meet the needs of the Canadian industry and to meet 
our security needs. That is what must be done. We need to look at 
how the facts are changing. The government is taking an ideological 
approach that makes no sense. That is the Liberal Party of Canada's 
concrete suggestion. 


© (1430) 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, procuring the F-35s is supported not only by the Canadian 
Forces, but also by the aerospace industry in Canada, particularly in 
Quebec. The proposal to kill this industry makes no sense. That is 
why the Liberal Party is getting the cold shoulder. 


AURA 
[English] 


PUBLIC SAFETY 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
government will yet come to the conclusion that it has to have an 
open competition. That is an inevitable fact of life because the option 
that it is putting forward, the one it is going with, makes no sense. 


Another island of profligacy which seems to dominate the life of 
the Conservative Party is in corrections. Spending directly on care 
and custody has gone from $1.1 billion to $2.1 billion in the last five 
years. That is a 100% increase in direct spending on care and 
custody. 


What will it take for the government to realize that we cannot have 
islands of profligacy in defence and corrections if we are seriously 
asking Canadians to pull in their belts— 


The Speaker: The right hon. Prime Minister. 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it is always interesting to observe the priorities of the 
Liberal Party. The only spending it opposes is anything to do with 
cracking down on criminals or supporting our men and women in 
uniform. 


For obvious reasons, our priorities on this side are very different. 
We have a responsibility to our men and women in uniform to give 
them the best equipment they deserve and we have a responsibility to 
keep dangerous and repeat offenders off the streets. 


** * 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Kennedy Stewart (Burnaby—Douglas, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the failure on Keystone shows how this out-of-touch government is 
mishandling our key trading partnerships. 
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The Americans understand that protecting the economy and the 
environment go hand in hand, yet our government has stuck its head 
in the oil sands, exporting unrefined bitumen and killing thousands 
of Canadian jobs. 


Thankfully for Canadians, New Democrat MPs have flown to 
Washington to help explain that most Canadians disagree with the 
Conservatives. 


When will the Conservatives start putting Canadian jobs and the 
environment first? 


Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, in a bizarre anti-trade mission the NDP has travelled to 
Washington to fight against the creation of Canadian jobs. 
Apparently, those NDP members forgot to ask for permission from 
their union bosses. Today, Buzz Hargrove supported the Keystone 
project because it would generate thousands of jobs. The NDP is 
totally out of touch with ordinary Canadians and economic reality. 
Send in the clowns. 


Mr. Kennedy Stewart (Burnaby—Douglas, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
as the opposition leader, the Prime Minister appeared on Fox News 
and criticized the Canadian government for refusing to go to Iraq. 


Conservatives know what our MPs are doing in Washington. 
What the Conservatives failed to do was stand up for Canadian jobs 
and the environment. 


Like Americans with Keystone, first nations communities in B.C. 
do not want the risky Enbridge and TMX pipelines going through 
their communities. 


When will the Conservatives stop playing oil sands cheerleader 
and agree to consult and protect British Columbian communities? 


Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, Canadians are extremely fortunate to have the third largest 
proven oil reserves in the world. This project will generate hundreds 
of thousands of jobs, trillions of dollars in economic activity and 
revenue to support social services, including education and health. 


Are the NDP members so star-struck by jet-setting Hollywood 
stars that they are blind to the needs of Canadian workers and their 
families? 


[Translation] 


Ms. Eve Péclet (La Pointe-de-l'Île, NDP): Mr. Speaker, this 
government does not understand that in the 21st century, jobs and the 
environment go hand in hand. That is why two of my colleagues are 
currently in Washington to pick up the government's slack. The 
United States has decided to allow more time for studying the 
Keystone pipeline project because it is concerned about the 
environmental impact. However, on this side of the border, the 
Conservatives continue to move forward with blinders on. 


Will this government follow the example of our neighbours to the 
South and take the time to truly assess the environmental and 
economic impact of the Keystone pipeline project? 
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Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, Keystone XL will create tens of thousands of jobs and 
generate billions of dollars in economic activity. These revenues will 
help fund important social services such as health care and 
education. Nonetheless, the NDP has gone to the United States, 
determined to hinder this project and job prospects for Canadians. 
The NDP position would be laughable if it were not so harmful to 
Canada's national interests. 

Ms. Eve Péclet (La Pointe-de-l'Île, NDP): Mr. Speaker, my 
colleagues are in Washington to tell Americans that the majority of 
Canadians want natural resources to be developed in a sustainable 
manner. 


Both the environment and thousands of jobs are at risk. Several 
refineries have already closed their doors in Montreal East resulting 
in the loss of thousands of jobs, especially in my riding. The facts are 
there and speak for themselves. Now the government wants to export 
thousands of jobs outside the country. That is exactly what will 
happen with the Keystone project. 


When will this government prepare a plan for the sustainable 
development of Canadian resources and the accompanying jobs? 


. [English] 
Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 


Speaker, the NDP seems oblivious to the facts and does not listen 
very well either. j 


This project would generate hundreds of thousands of Canadian 
jobs and millions of dollars in economic activity. Does the NDP care 
at all about Canadian workers and their families? Is it so 
ideologically driven that it is blind to the interests of Canadians? 


XX * 


INFRASTRUCTURE 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, let us talk about families. Yesterday, the minister accused me of 
using scare tactics, but the fact is that Montreal families are worried 
that the Champlain Bridge might collapse. Reports tell of crumbling 
concrete and eroding steel. 


Yesterday, I asked the minister if he had a plan for Montrealers if 
their bridge is shut down while they wait for a new one. He did not 
have an answer. I will ask again today. 


If the Champlain Bridge has to close, what is the government 
going to do about it? 

Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the difference between them and us is that they want to 
close the bridge and we want to keep it open and work on it to keep 
it safe. That is the only difference. 


Those members do not care about the population. They care about 
political ideas. We are doing the job. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, the government's plan for the new Champlain Bridge 


Oral Questions 


may cause more problems than it will solve. Montrealers are 
seriously considering avoiding the new bridge and using the others. 
Access to the south shore will be even more congested. Is that the 
government's solution to traffic problems? 


When will the government present a plan that truly meets the 
needs of Montrealers? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as usual this member is mixing up jurisdictions. He now 
wants us, rather than the City of Montreal, to make plans for 
Montrealers. The federal government owns two bridges and 50% of 
another bridge in the Montreal area. We will manage what falls 
under our jurisdiction and let the province manage what falls under 
its jurisdiction, which he does not understand. He always wants to 
mix everything up. We are working with facts and not with 
hypotheses about what will happen in 10 years. We will build a new 
bridge and we are investing in the existing bridge to make it safer. 
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INTERNATIONAL TRADE 


Mr. Jean Rousseau (Compton—Stanstead, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the Conservative government wants to engage in free trade talks with 
countries that are clearly opposed to supply management. Producers 
in Quebec and Ontario want to keep this system, which allows 
family farms to survive. 


Will this government admit that it is threatening producers' 
livelihoods by going ahead with these talks? Will the government 
recognize that it wants to use supply management as a bargaining 
tool? 


@ (1440) 
[English| 

Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government 


will continue to defend and promote Canada's interests in every 
sector of our economy, including supply management. 


After a review of the framework that was released on Saturday by 
the trans-Pacific partnership, TPP, partners, we determined that 
Canada can lead and even exceed the ambition set out in that 
framework. 


All countries approach negotiations with a view to protecting their 
interests. Canada's approach to the TPP will not be any different 
from our free trade negotiations with the European Union. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jean Rousseau (Compton—Stanstead, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
once again, the government is saying one thing and doing the 
opposite. The government cannot be trusted. 


Last week, the Minister of International Trade said that it was not 
in Canada's interest to participate in negotiations to create a trans- 
Pacific free trade zone. However, the next day, the Prime Minister 
himself voiced his support for these negotiations. Either the 
government is improvising or it is giving in to pressure. And, it is 
the dairy and poultry producers who may have to pay the price. 
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Can the government finally set the record straight? Is it going to 
stand up for Canadian producers, yes or no? 
[English] 

Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have always 
been clear. We would only join negotiations if it were in the best 
interests of Canadians. 


We are standing up for supply management. Unlike the NDP, we 
do our due diligence first. 


Last Saturday we reviewed the negotiation framework for the 
trans-Pacific partnership and are now ‘confident that Canada can 
meet that ambition and even exceed it. As such, we formally 
expressed our willingness to join the TPP negotiations. We know 
that increasing Canada's ties to the Asia-Pacific countries will bring 
more jobs and opportunities and greater prosperity to hard-working 
Canadians in every region of our country. 


Peano 


CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Mr. Malcolm Allen (Welland, NDP): Mr. Speaker, there is 
another about-face between a minister and the Prime Minister. 


Wheat farmers saw it last spring when the Minister of Agriculture 
told them that he would not dismantle the Wheat Board without a 
vote by prairie farmers. Six months later, there was no vote. 


Now the government wants dairy and poultry farmers to just “trust 
iy 


Farming families are asking for a simple answer to a simple 
question: Is the government dismantling supply management, yes or 
no? 

Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we 
value the supply management sector in this country. We had it in our 
campaign platform, unlike the NDP. We brought it forward in a 
throne speech, which those members voted against. 


Yes, we are with the supply management sector. 


XX * 


SERVICE CANADA 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
40,000 more Canadians were unemployed this month than last but 
the minister remains committed to cutting 600 call centre jobs at the 
EI centres. Statistics show that only 32% of incoming calls are being 
answered within required times and 51%, over half, are being hung 
up on. 


It is time for the Prime Minister to get involved in this file. Will he 
walk over and tell his minister to fix this mess? He should walk over, 
because if he calls he will probably not get through. 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, what we are doing is over- 
hauling all of our service delivery programs so that we can 
modernize them to provide better service to Canadians. There are 
numerous ways that Canadians looking for help from Service 
Canada can access it. One is through the call centres, which have a 


much better record than what the member purports, but they can also 
click on the Internet and they can show up in person, because all of 
our front-line services are still there to serve Canadians. 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
in 2006 Monte Solberg was minister for Service Canada, and he 
went to cut the jobs for summer students. The opposition made such 
a fuss that the prime minister went over and told Monte, “Fix this, 
Monte”. To his credit, he had that program put back in. 


Canadian unemployed are hurting. They are missing monthly 
payments. They are going six weeks without cheques. They are 
running their households on maxed-out credit cards. Will he walk 
over and tell his minister, “Fix this mess”? 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we are making every effort to 
improve the service that we provide to Canadians. The way we are 
doing it is through automation. That is the best way to get fast 
service. We are consolidating our EI processes to make them more 
efficient as well, because Canadians deserve their assistance quickly. 
That is why we are working to make the system more efficient, more 
effective and more affordable. 


*K* 


SENIORS 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
the junior finance minister falsely claimed this party voted against an 
extension of the time to convert RRSPs to RRIFs during our recent 
recession. The fact is we suggested this measure, we supported this 
measure, and I voted for this measure. 


It is sad to see this Conservative government shamelessly 
misleading the House to hide the fact that it is refusing to help 
these seniors. Why will they not give seniors more time to convert 
their RRSPs into RRIFs so that they can at least try to rebuild their 
value? 


@ (1445) 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the Liberals vote against so much that it is hard to keep 
track of what they vote for and what they vote against. There is very 
little that we have put forward that they have voted in favour of. We 
actually have extended, from 69 to 71, the age for seniors to roll their 
RRSPs into RRIFs. 


I will say what I know is factually correct: they voted against the 
tax-free savings account. This measure has been tremendously 
successful. It is an opportunity for people to save, tax protected, for 
their retirement, and I am quite sure that they voted against that. In 
fact, they may stand up and admit it. 


November 16, 2011 


[Translation] 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday the Associate Minister of National Defence said 
that our allies understand the importance of the F-35 program. 
Apparently, he did not get their memos. The Americans are on the 
verge of withdrawing from the program entirely. Norway, Australia 
and the United Kingdom are also considering withdrawing, and the 
Netherlands has already backed out. It is quite clear that the 
government is not getting the message from our allies. 


Will the government finally launch a transparent bidding process 
for a new plane? 


[English] 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member opposite is engaging in 
fearmongering about the importance of the F-35 program, a program 
that is critical to maintaining Canada's sovereignty, supporting our 
military men and women and creating aerospace jobs for Canadians. 
We are on track, we are on time and we are staying with the program. 


[Translation| 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): If the 
government would show leadership and demand that economic 
spinoff clauses be included in a bidding process for fighter jets, the 
Canadian industry would benefit from more jobs anyway. The 
government is saying that the price of the F-35s will drop once the 
factories making the planes are running full throttle, but that may 
never happen because we will likely be the only ones ordering these 
planes. 


Why is this government so bent on wasting taxpayers' money on 
planes that no one wants? The F-35 program has stalled; does the 
government have a plan B for replacing our CF-18s? 


[English] 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, not only is there a plan B, but there is a plan A 
to ensure that we acquire the best possible equipment for our men 
and women. Moreover, we are one of nine international nations that 
are part of this program. It was the Liberal government of the day 
that got us involved in this to begin with. 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the point is that plan A is not working here. Yesterday 
the associate minister of defence claimed again that our allies “ 
understand the importance of this program”. Apparently, Mr. 
Speaker, he missed the memo. Let me share the news: Israel, 
Australia, Turkey, and Norway are all reconsidering their orders, and 
the Americans are talking about pulling out entirely. The 
Conservatives insist everything is fine. 


The F-35 purchase has become a fiasco. When will the 
government admit its expensive mistake and put this boondoggle 
of a contract out to public tender? 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government and our closest military allies 
understand the importance of this program to the protection of our 
sovereignty. Canada is not the only country among our closest allies 
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warning critics of the damage their reckless plans would cause to our 
military and aerospace workers. 


I am pleased that Secretary Panetta has taken a similar action to 
warn Congress of the reckless short-sighted implications such a 
proposal could have. If our opposition members had their way, they 
would cancel the equipment our air force agrees is the best it needs 
to do its job in safety and to key effect. 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, it is the same line again. To the associate minister and 
the Prime Minister, living in denial is a dangerously expensive and 
irresponsible approach to military procurement. 


The facts here are simple. The economics are simple. The 
government says the F-35 price tag will go down when the planes 
are in full production, but when we are the only ones ordering them, 
that price can only skyrocket. 


If the Americans pull out of the F-35 program, this plane is 
unaffordable, so what is the government's backup plan? Why is the 
government hell-bent on blowing the budget on a plane that 
everyone else is walking away— 


@ (1450) 
The Speaker: The hon. Associate Minister of National Defence. 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, that is absolutely untrue. There is no indication 
that anybody is walking away from the F-35 program. The aircraft 
are coming off the production line. Pilots are flying them. They are 
being delivered to countries. Our program is on track and on time, 
and we are staying with it. 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS 


Mr. Joe Daniel (Don Valley East, CPC): Mr. Speaker, week after 
week, month after month, Syria's brutal regime is cracking down on 
innocent civilians by killing them in cold blood. We know that 
Canada has been an active and vocal opponent of these atrocities. 


Will the Minister of Foreign Affairs please reiterate to the House 
Canada's position regarding actions of the Assad regime against the 
Syrian people? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the campaign of violence and terror against the Syrian 
people must end. This government has called for President Assad to 
step down. Our government has taken decisive action by imposing 
very tough sanctions on the regime and on the key actors who are 
causing the violence. Canada stands with the Syrian people in their 
time of need. 


While I have this opportunity, I would like to strongly advise any 
Canadians currently in Syria to leave through commercial options 
while they are still available. 


3150 
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CAMPAIGN FINANCING 


Mr. Mathieu Ravignat (Pontiac, NDP): Mr. Speaker, last week 
the Conservative Party of Canada pled guilty to violating the Canada 
Elections Act, exceeding spending limits and improper reporting. It 
was charged the maximum fine allowed under the law. As a result of 
the Conservative scheme, 17 Conservative riding associations 
received illegitimate rebate money, and Elections Canada has 
outlined which Conservative riding associations benefited from this 
illegal scheme. 


My question is for the Receiver General. What steps has the 
government taken to recoup this ill-gotten money from the 
Conservative Party of Canada? 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thought the hon. member was rising today to 
apologize on behalf of the NDP. Just last week the NDP had to admit 
that it broke the Canadian election law, that it violated the law in 
attempting to use the power of the political donation tax credit in 
order to fund a third party organization. It did so in violation of the 
law. It has now had to admit it. 


On this side of the House, every single Conservative accused of 
wrongdoing has now been cleared. We are very pleased with the 
outcome. We will continue to stand by the fact that we followed all 
the rules. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Mathieu Ravignat (Pontiac, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is 
incredible. They are unable to even differentiate between a donation 
made following the death of our leader and an illegal procedure to 
get around the law. Is that possible? Taxpayers' money was given to 
the Conservative Party illegally. Elections Canada has already 
indicated which riding associations received illegal money and how 
much they received. The Conservatives have admitted that they 
violated the act. They know how much illegal money they took. 


What are they waiting for? Are they going to do what needs to be 
done and reimburse the taxpayers? 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member forgot to mention that it is his 
party that admitted to violating the Canada Elections Act. They have 
admitted it. The NDP members should rise in the House of 
Commons and apologize to all Canadians. 


Every member of our party accused of wrongdoing has now been 
cleared. We are proud of this outcome. We followed all the rules and 
we will continue to do so. 


Ke * 


PARLIAMENTARY SECRETARY TO THE PRIME 
MINISTER 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the hon. member for Peterborough clearly said that he planned on 
interfering with the work of the Federal Court and the Standing 
Committee on Access to Information, Privacy and Ethics in the CBC 
matter. He has put pressure to bring a judge to the committee and— 
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surprise, surprise—he was mocked. Now he is asking for access to 
the full documents, which the parliamentary law clerk has deemed 
unlawful. 


Does the government support this member's attack on the justice - 
system? 


@ (1455) 
[English] 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, what we support, believe 
in and applaud is the member for Peterborough's efforts to hold CBC 
accountable for the money it gets from taxpayers. 


The committee the member is referencing can. decide its own 
business, what witnesses to call and what documents to ask for. 


What the member for Peterborough is simply doing is what he 
promised his constituents he would do, which is to stand up for value 
for taxpayers’ dollars. Unlike the member for Timmins—James Bay, 
who promised he would stand up in the House of Commons and vote 
against the long gun registry, he has a record of standing up for his 
constituents; the member opposite has a record of abandoning his. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I do not know if the duck hunter across the way heard the question or 
not, because I do not know what the heritage minister is doing 
standing and responding to a question about undermining parlia- 
mentary convention. Maybe it is his desire to attack the CBC. Maybe 
he is just excited and wants to talk about guns. The other day he got 
up about the Wheat Board. 


However, he is not answering the fundamental question. Does the 
government support the efforts by the member for Peterborough to 
intervene in a direct court action when the parliamentary clerk says it 
is unlawful—yes or no? 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, again, the committee can 
decide its own business and its own witnesses all at once. 


The member opposite raised three issues. 


He talked about the Wheat Board. We said what we would do in 
the campaign; we delivered. 


He talked about the gun registry. We said what we would do in the 
campaign and we delivered. 


With regard to accountability for the CBC, we said in the 
campaign that we would demand accountability. We are delivering 
for the member for Peterborough. 


We have a record of standing up, making promises to Canadians, 
fulfilling those promises, and getting re-elected. 


The member made promises to his constituents and abandoned 
them. He should be ashamed of himself. 


November 16, 2011 
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JUSTICE 


Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Liberal 
Party of Canada supports the amendments to Bill C-10 proposed by 
the Government of Quebec. The federal government may well have 
jurisdiction to legislate on criminal matters, but Quebec and the other 
provinces manage the administration of justice and are stuck dealing 
with the consequences. The government did not even bother to come 
up with a proper French version. 


My question for the Minister of Justice is simple. Will he agree to 
allow Quebec, by decree, to opt out of the requirement to publish the 
identity of a minor? They call this lasting security. Will he agree, yes 
or no? 


Mr. Robert Goguen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Justice, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canadians gave us a strong mandate 
to keep our streets and communities safe, and that is what we are 
doing. The provinces have given us a number of recommendations in 
the past. We took them into consideration when we created this bill. 
We have made changes that were requested by Quebec and the other 
provinces, regarding pretrial detention, adult sentences, and deferred 
custody and supervision under order. We will protect Canadians and 
will continue to protect them, unlike the Liberal Party. 


LAC Ss 
[English] 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, for 
decades Canadian delegations to international conferences have been 
understood to represent Canada, not just the governing party. The 
Conservative government broke this tradition in 2006 for COP 12 in 
Nairobi. Opposition MPs were again included at COP 14 at Poznan. 


Since the government is again refusing to include opposition MPs, 
we are travelling on our own. 


Will the government commit today to providing access for us to 
Canada's meetings? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I conveyed a respectful message to my critics across the 
floor some weeks ago, explaining that I would not, and we would 
not, be taking a large entourage to Durban. 


I would also remind my colleague that pairing practices that were 
relevant during our previous minority government are no longer 
appropriate now that Canadians have elected a strong, stable, 
environmentally sensitive Conservative government. 


**K* 


TELECOMMUNICATIONS 


Mr. Pierre Dionne Labelle (Riviére-du-Nord, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the CRTC has now rejected an attempt by large Internet 
companies to enforce wholesale usage-based billing. 


That is good news for Canadians using smaller ISPs, but it does 
nothing to protect customers of other Internet providers, leaving 94% 
of consumers behind. 


Oral Questions 


When will the Conservatives finally present a real plan for digital 
issues that protects all Canadian consumers from being ripped off? 


@ (1500) 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, at our government's 
request and thanks to the hard work of the President of the Treasury 
Board at the time, the CRTC has re-examined the issue of usage- 
based billing to ensure fairness for consumers of small Internet 
service providers. 


Canadians have been very clear in expressing concern with earlier 
UBB decisions. Let me clear. Our government's policy will always 
be to encourage competition, increase consumer choice and 
minimize regulation. 


This is the plan. We have a vision, not those guys. 
[Translation] 


Mr. Pierre Dionne Labelle (Riviére-du-Nord, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, what we understand is that the government is turning its 
back on the majority of Internet users. Indeed, nearly all Canadians 
get their Internet service from the big suppliers. Yesterday's decision 
does absolutely nothing for them. Some 94% of Internet users have 
been abandoned by this government, which is once again protecting 
its friends in large corporations rather than ordinary Canadians. 


Will this government finally admit that affordable Internet access 
has become a basic need for everyone? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, once again, it is very 
simple. We need to increase competition and choice for consumers 
and reduce regulation. That is the plan; that is our vision. 


We introduced the Broadband Canada program in 2010. The goal 
of that program is to reach 98% of Canada's vast territory. What did 
those folks do? They voted against it. And just yesterday, the 
member for Timmins—James Bay said that it was a great day for 
Canadians, because of the CRTC's decision. So, frankly, Mr. 
Speaker, if you want inconsistency, look no further than across the 
floor. 


[English] 
HUMAN RIGHTS 


Mr. Brian Storseth (Westlock—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
Canadians across the country are increasingly concerned that section 
13 of the Canadian Human Rights Act infringes upon our most 
important human right, namely the freedom of expression. 


This is the reason why I was pleased to introduce Bill C-304, 
which will repeal section 13. 
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My bill has the wide-ranging support of journalists, civil 
libertarians and the Muslim Canadian Congress. People from all 
points of the political spectrum agree that this part of Canada's 
Human Rights Act needs to be repealed. 


Can the Minister of Justice please inform this House of the 
government's position on Bill C-304, protecting freedom? 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, first of all, I would like 
to congratulate the hon. member for Westlock—St. Paul for 
introducing this legislation, and for his commitment to the promotion 
and protection of free speech among all Canadians. 


Our government believes that section 13 is not an appropriate or 
effective means for combatting hate propaganda. We believe the 
Criminal Code is the best vehicle to prosecute these crimes. 


Therefore, I urge all members to support Bill C-304 and our 
government's forthcoming amendments to strengthen the hate 
provisions of the Criminal Code. I say to the opposition, get on 
side with the media. Maclean's magazine, the National Post and 
even the Toronto Star say this section should go. 


IRAN 


Hon. Irwin Cotler (Mount Royal, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as per the 
evidence, the Iranian regime has accelerated its nuclear weaponiza- 
tion program, continued its state sponsorship of terrorism and 
genocidal incitement, and intensified its massive domestic repres- 
sion. 


Will the government sanction the Central Bank of Iran, put the 
Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps on the terrorist list, this epicentre 
of the Iranian threats, sanction the Iranian crude oil sector and those 
companies that trade with IRGC entities, and expand the orbit of 
sanctions against those entities and individuals engaged in the 
massive assault on human rights in Iran? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 


Speaker, I thank the member for Mount Royal for his question and 
his work in this regard. 


Canada today has the toughest sanctions against the Iranian 
regime in the world. 


We are incredibly concerned by the IEA report on its nuclear 
weaponization program. We are tremendously concerned about the 
Saudi assassination plot. We are tremendously concerned by the 
abysmal and terrible record on human rights. 


We will continue to work with our allies to ensure that we 
continue to have the toughest sanctions on this despicable regime. 


**Re* 
@ (1505) 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, since 2004 Health Canada has reported that levels of 
trihalomethane in Fort McKay First Nation drinking water have 
exceeded federal guidelines 87% of the time. 


Exposure to this substance can cause low birth weight, 
miscarriage, birth defects and some forms of cancer. 


Residents are already suffering severe skin rashes. How many 
more first nation children and elders must suffer before the 
government finally provides a safe source of drinking water? 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have made major 
investments in our water action plan for first nations since 2006. It is 
ongoing. We have done a national assessment, so we know where to 
set our priorities and focus our resources. 


We will be introducing legislation on water so we can have 
enforceable standards, and we will develop regulations with our first 
nation partners. 


In addition, the government has implemented a comprehensive 
monitoring system for this area of Alberta to make sure that the 
water quality is being appropriately sampled. 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Rob Anders (Calgary West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, a key 
economic priority for our government is the Keystone XL pipeline 
that will create over 140,000 jobs in Canada. 


However, the opposition parties seem to disagree. They do not 
want these jobs, or any jobs, in the oil sands. 


NDP leadership candidate Brian Topp and the former environment 
critic have openly called for a moratorium on oil sands development. 


Could the Minister of Natural Resources inform the House about 
the latest NDP anti-jobs plan? 


Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it is one thing to have domestic policy disagreements. It is 
another to go to the United States, our largest trading partner, and 
advocate against Canadian exports. It is perhaps the most bizarre 
foreign trade mission I have ever heard of. 


NDP members are apparently proud of what they should be 
ashamed of. They undermine what they should support. They take 
trips to foreign capitals when they should stay home. They are lost 
and unfit to govern. 


CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
Sayed Sharifi is an Afghan interpreter who risked his life to help 
Canadian soldiers. 
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They have hailed Mr. Sharifi's bravery under fire and his integrity 
and say he is the most skilled interpreter they have ever encountered. 
His life is at risk after receiving death threats from the Taliban. 


He is exactly the kind of person the Afghan interpreter visa was 
designed for. However, Mr. Sharifi's application was denied after he 
expressed concern with the program's inefficiency. 


Will the minister do the right thing and ensure this brave servant 
of our troops gets the visa he so richly deserves? 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government created a 
special program to provide opportunities to resettle in Canada for 
Afghan nationals who worked with our troops in Afghanistan for a 
period of at least one year and who are facing individualized risk to 
their life or safety. 


There is a process in place. The process is not one where 
politicians arbitrarily decide who qualifies based on media reports. It 
is an assessment done by highly trained public servants from several 
departments who have, in this particular case, reviewed this 
application on three separate occasions and found that there are 
credibility problems and contradictions in this application. 


He has been given the same access as everyone else who has 
qualified for the program, and the officials in charge have 
determined that he does not qualify. 


we * 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
moments ago the member for Etobicoke North asked the Minister of 
the Environment about the inclusion of opposition members of 
Parliament concerned with climate change. 


The accreditation process is a stroke of the pen. Where opposition 
members of Parliament are prepared to pay their own way, will the 
. government commit to ensuring that opposition members of 
Parliament go to Durban as representatives of Canada? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as my colleague, the Minister of Natural Resources, just 
commented, political disagreements over the policies of our 
government are appropriate in this House, but I will not take a 
critic from an opposition party, which is opposed to every single 
responsible position we take with regard to climate change, 
greenhouse gas reduction and adaptation. 


With regard to the minister who asked this question, it is under 
consideration. 


KK 
© (1510) 
[Translation] 
POINTS OF ORDER 
ORAL QUESTION PERIOD 


Mr. Pierre Dionne Labelle (Rivière-du-Nord, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, this point of order concerns the Hon. Prime Minister. 
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When I asked my questions, the Prime Minister tried to ridicule 
me by mimicking me. By trying to ridicule me, he made himself 
look foolish. I very respectfully ask that he apologize. 


[English] 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I do not think that anything the 
member has raised poses a question of unparliamentary language. I 
know that there is often lots of enthusiasm in the House and he 
should be proud that he inspired some enthusiasm today. 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as I 
pointed out today in question period, yesterday the Minister of State 
for Finance falsely claimed that the Liberal Party voted against an 
extension of time to convert RRSPs to RRIFs during the recent 
recession. In fact, the Liberal Party voted for clause 15 of Bill C-10 
and the bill itself in 2009. He misled the House. 


In view of the fact that my friend failed to take the opportunity 
during question period to stand up and do the right thing and 
apologize for misleading the House, I want to invite my friend to do 
what I know he has the class to do and to do so now. Perhaps while 
he is up, he could tell seniors why the government is refusing to give 
them more time to convert their RRSPs. 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it is nice to have an extension of question period. 


As I said in my answer, it is hard to keep track of how much the 
Liberals vote against because most everything they vote against. The 
actual bill, they voted against. 


The Speaker: It is important to remember that question period 
has ended and that if members have disagreements over facts or 
elements of motions, they should maybe take it up in the next 
question period. 


I see the hon. member for Halifax West is rising again. I hope he 
has a point of order and not a continuation of the debate. 


Hon. Geoff Regan: Mr. Speaker, it could become a question of 
privilege. In fact, this party voted for Bill C-10 in 2009. My hon. 
friend is misleading the House and I would invite him to withdraw 
his remark. 


Hon. Ted Menzies: Mr. Speaker, in fact, the hon. member is 
speaking about the wrong budget that it was initiated in. It was 
actually budget 2007 and the Liberals did vote against it in budget 
2007. 
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The Speaker: We have heard enough on this issue. If members 
want to clarify their positions on it, they can do so at other 
opportunities but not through points of order. 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 
[English] 


GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS 
Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to Standing Order 36(8) I have the honour to table, in both 
official languages, the government's responses to seven petitions. 


**e* 


COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 
PROCEDURE AND HOUSE AFFAIRS 


Mr. Joe Preston (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, pursuant to Standing Orders 104 and 114, I have the 
honour to present, in both official languages, the 10th report of the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs regarding the 
membership of committees of the House. If the House gives its 
consent, I intend to move concurrence in the 10th report later this 
day. 


kK * 


STATISTICS ACT 
Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-346, An Act to amend the Statistics Act (Chief 
Statistician and mandatory long-form census). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to have the member for 
Burnaby—New Westminster second this very important bill. 


The bill would restore the long form census and also would make 
sure that politics was not involved in the hiring of the chief 
statistician. All members would be involved in selecting the chief 
statistician. The bill would give direct questioning to the chief 
statistician himself. 


What is really important to note is Canada has thrown away its 
long form census. That undermines many surveys that are conducted 
because it is used in that process. This hurts the economy and the 
way we actually make decisions about spending. It is my pleasure to 
table this bill that would fix that problem. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 
xk 
@ (1515) 
INCOME TAX ACT 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-347, An Act to amend the Income Tax Act (tax 
credit for gifts). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to introduce this bill. 


In the last number of budgets the Conservative government has 
been reducing the charitable amount allowed when people make 


donations to charities. This bill would reverse that trend. The bill 
would provide for charities to get more money back at tax time so 
that they would be able to provide services in the community. 


It is important to note that the not-for-profit charitable sector 
accounts for 8% of the Canadian economy. That sector has been 
suffering. It has had no tax policy changes. This bill would level the 
playing field and provide more of an economic hit for our country 
than a general corporate tax cut would. 


I am pleased to table the bill in an effort to help support Canadian 
charities and to make sure that they remain sustainable with the 
economy the way it is right now. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


WORKPLACE PSYCHOLOGICAL HARASSMENT 
PREVENTION ACT 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-348, An Act to prevent psychological harassment in 
the workplace and to make consequential amendments to another 
Act. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to introduce this bill which 
deals with psychological harassment in the workplace. The bill was 
brought forward by a former Quebec member who is no longer in the 
House, but I have introduced it the last couple of times. 


The bill would bring psychological harassment under the labour 
code. This bill would protect people who are psychologically 
harassed at work. There are laws similar to this in Ontario and 
Saskatchewan. This bill would make it more uniform and would 
protect workers from harassment in their workplace. We have seen 
the reason we need this kind of legislation in this country with the 
recent situation involving the RCMP. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


CANADA CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY ACT 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-349, An Act to amend the Canada Consumer 
Product Safety Act and the Textile Labelling Act (animal fur or 
skin). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, it may not be common knowledge but many 
products on Canadian shelves actually have dog and cat fur in them. 
Over two million dogs and cats are slain for their fur which is 
imported into countries like Canada but consumers are not aware of 
that. 
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The bill would require that if dog or cat fur was used in a product, 
the product would have to have a label to that effect so consumers 
would know. This is important because of the inhumane nature 
involved in the slaying of dogs and cats, animals that we have as pets 
in Canada. If Canadians knew that their child's toy or a scarf or coat 
contained dog or cat fur, I am sure most Canadians would not choose 
those products. 

(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


kK *K 


FEDERAL LAW—CIVIL LAW HARMONIZATION ACT NO. 
3 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC) moved that Bill S-3, A third Act to 
harmonize federal law with the civil law of Quebec and to amend 
certain Acts in order to ensure that each language version takes into 
account the common law and the civil law be read a first time. 


(Motion deemed adopted and bill read the first time) 


**K* 


COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 
PROCEDURE AND HOUSE AFFAIRS 


Mr. Joe Preston (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, if the House gives its consent, I move that the 10th report 
of the Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs 
presented to the House earlier this day be concurred in. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
(Motion agreed to) 


kok Ok 
@ (1520) 
[Translation] 
PETITIONS 
MINING 


Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to present a petition signed by more than 540 residents in 
my riding who oppose the opening of the Elmtree mine. This mine 
will operate for a very short 18 months, but it will cause significant 
damage to the residents and the environment in the Chaleur region. 
This mining operation will lower property values and diminish the 
quality of life of the local people. The Nigadoo River basin and 
Chaleur Bay will be polluted, which will threaten the drinking water 
of a number of residents in my riding. 


They are calling on Parliament and the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Agency to refuse to give the Castle Resources mining 
company a mining permit. 

[English] 
MULTIPLE SCLEROSIS 


Mr. Peter Braid (Kitchener—Waterloo, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
have a petition certified by the clerk of petitions. The petition is from 
constituents in my riding and is regarding the CCSVI treatment for 
multiple sclerosis. 
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Routine Proceedings 


Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have 
another petition to present from a number of people in western 
Canada, particularly in and around Saskatoon. They are concerned 
about Canadians who are suffering from both chronic cerebrospinal 
venous insufficiency and multiple sclerosis, and the fact that many of 
those Canadians are denied testing or treatment for CCSVI in 
Canada. 


The petitioners are calling upon the Minister of Health to consult 
broadly with experts who have practical experience in treating 
CCSVI. They call upon the Minister of Health to proceed urgently 
with phase III clinical trials. They ask the Minister of Health to 
develop a follow-up scheme so that the case history of these patients 
can be properly tracked. 


I am pleased to present that petition today. 
HEALTH OF ANIMALS ACT 


Mr. Alex Atamanenko (British Columbia Southern Interior, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I have three petitions. The first is in support of 
my Bill C-322. 


The petitioners state that horses are ordinarily kept and treated as 
sporting and companion animals. They are not raised as food- 
producing animals. They are commonly administered drugs which 
are prohibited for use in the food chain. The petitioners ask the 
House of Commons to adopt into legislation an act to amend the 
Health of Animals Act and the Meat Inspection Act, thus prohibiting 
the importation or exportation of horses for slaughter for human 
consumption as well as horsemeat products for human consumption. 


The petitioners are from New Brunswick. 
CANADA POST 


Mr. Alex Atamanenko (British Columbia Southern Interior, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I have never had a petition as big as this one. 
There are over 2,000 names, of which 1,000 come from Quesnel, 
British Columbia, over 300 from Nelson in the West Kootenay 
region, and the rest from other parts of British Columbia. 


These citizens are concerned that Canada Post announced it will 
be removing mail processing from local cities, towns and 
communities in British Columbia and sending it to Vancouver, 
which it is already doing. This has resulted in the reduction of 
services and loss of good-paying jobs, which has negatively affected 
our communities. 


The petitioners are calling upon the Government of Canada to 
support local economies by preserving local jobs and maintaining 
mail processing at post offices in local cities, towns and communities 
throughout British Columbia. 


The other petition deals with the same subject in regard to the post 
Office. 


The petitioners are asking that prior to making any changes to 
their mail processing and transportation network, Canada Post 
conduct a thorough and in-depth study into the service and economic 
impact on local communities and use those results to hold full, open 
and transparent consultations with local communities that will be 
impacted by the changes. 
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Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to present a petition regarding chronic cerebrospinal venous 
insufficiency, CCSVI. 


While the government has announced clinical trials for CCSVI, all 
there is right now are announcements. What is needed is action. 


Canadians with MS cannot afford to wait as any delay possibly 
means more damage. 


Some 30% to 50% of MS patients who are untreated worsen by 
one EDSS score in one year and 50% with relapsing remitting MS 
later develop a progressive form of the disease for which there are no 
drugs. 


Therefore, the petitioners call on the Minister of Health to consult 
experts actively engaged in the diagnosis and treatment of CCSVI to 
undertake phase III clinical trials on an urgent basis with a large 
patient participation in multiple centres across Canada and to require 
follow-up care. 


@ (1525) 
CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION 


Mr. Wladyslaw Lizon (Mississauga East—Cooksville, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to present a petition to the House on 
behalf of concerned Canadians regarding the public funding of the 
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation. 


The petitioners are asking the government and the House to end 
the public funding of the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation. The 
corporation receives about $1.1 billion per annum. That gives it an 
unfair advantage over its private sector competitors. 


PUBLIC TRANSIT 


Ms. Olivia Chow (Trinity—Spadina, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am 
presenting a petition on behalf of petitioners in my riding. 


The petitioners call upon the Government of Canada to support 
my Bill C-305 and to enact a Canadian public transit strategy. They 
desire a fast, reliable, accessible and affordable public transit system 
across Canada. They want the federal government to provide a 
permanent investment plan to support public transit, establish a 
federal funding mechanism for public transit, and work together with 
all levels of government to provide sustainable, predictable, long- 
term and adequate funding for public transit. 


SERVICE CANADA 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have a petition brought to me by the 
residents of Bonavista North in my riding. 


The petitioners would like to call to the attention of the House the 
community partnership office with Service Canada. The agreement 
in place is to help out smaller rural areas with Service Canada, but 
the partnership offices will no longer exist after the end of March 
2012 


This is a vital service, especially for seniors and those most 
vulnerable, but now it will to be an outreach program with Service 
Canada in Gander, which is several hours away. The problem is that 


the government will be closing the processing centres as well for 
Service Canada and services will be diminished in these areas. 


The community partnership that the petitioners speak of is a vital 
service and becoming increasingly vital now that these cuts and 
measures are about to come. 


I thank the constituents in Bonavista North in the areas of New- 
Wes-Valley, Deadman's Bay, Badger's Quay and other areas of the 
riding of Bonavista North. I hope the House will find this in good 
position. 


XX %X 


QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
ask that all questions be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


The Speaker: The Chair has notice of a question of privilege 
from the hon. member Mount Royal. 


XX % 


PRIVILEGE 
TELEPHONE CALLS TO MOUNT ROYAL CONSTITUENTS 


Hon. Irwin Cotler (Mount Royal, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am 
rising on a question of privilege raised by some very troubling 
circumstances. My riding office is receiving numerous calls in this 
matter and thus I am raising it now, as per the requirement that 
questions of privilege be raised at the first available opportunity. 


It seems that constituents in my riding of Mount Royal have been 
receiving calls from a telephone number identified as “campaign 
research”, asking my constituents if they intend to support the 
Conservative Party in the impending, if not imminent, byelection. 


The very fact that I am standing here in this place and otherwise 
discharging my responsibilities clearly illustrates that there is no 
vacancy in the electoral district of Mount Royal and thus no pending 
byelection. Indeed, Mr. Speaker, it is you who informs the House of 
such vacancies. 


However, as personally disconcerting as this matter is, it has, more 
important, serious consequences for the work of a member of 
Parliament and indeed should be a matter of concern for all members 
of the House. 


Accordingly I raise this question of privilege as I believe this 
matter constitutes a prima facie breach of my parliamentary privilege 
and prejudices the work of the House and this institution. If the 
Speaker so agrees, I would move the appropriate motion at the 
appropriate time. 


It is long established, and O'Brien and Bosc so notes it on page 
113. I am quoting from a ruling by Speaker Bosley, although it is 
sometimes mis-attributed to Speaker Fraser. The ruling is as follows: 

It should go without saying that a Member of Parliament needs to perform his 
functions effectively and that anything tending to cause confusion as to a Member's 


identity creates the possibility of an impediment to the fulfilment of that Member's 
functions. 
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Here is the key point, Mr. Speaker. I continue: 


Any action which impedes or tends to impede a Member in the discharge of his 
duties is a breach of privilege. 


Further, as per speaker's ruling of May 3, 2006, and found in 
Hansard Debates, and reiterating a line of similar Speakers' rulings, 
Speakers have consistently upheld the right of the House to the 
services of its members free from “intimidation, obstruction and 
interference”. That is why I say this is a matter of concern not only to 
myself and my constituents but to the House as a whole. 


While there may be additional issues of misusing an electoral list 
and other conduct beyond the purview of the Speaker and the 
parliamentary process, this practice inhibits and impedes the exercise 
of my parliamentary functions or, indeed, of any member of 
Parliament so targeted. 


For example, beyond the phone calls, emails and requests for 
meetings as a result of these calls, which themselves are an 
encumbrance, it causes confusion among the electorate. It impedes 
me in the discharge of my functions, which as O'Brien and Bosc 
quoted earlier states, constitutes a breach of privilege. 


Constituents are asking my office and myself when will this 
imminent, but as I said, non-existent byelection, in fact be occurring? 
Calls have come in asking, and constituents are surprised, if not 
shocked, by this, whether I am still serving. Such questions cause 
damage to my reputation and credibility and would do so to any 
member of the House. 


Just 10 or so days ago in a householder circulated to my 
constituents, I outlined, as members of the House do when sending 
these householders, various initiatives in Parliament. I made 
reference to items I hoped to see adopted in the House. Accordingly 
how are my constituents supposed to reconcile my reference to 
things I am fighting for in Parliament with what they hear “The 
member is, or has, stepped down?” 


The insinuation therefore that I am abandoning my MP role here is 
at variance with the truth. I am saying this at the risk of sounding 
self-serving just to put the facts on the record, but I may have more 
motions on the order paper than any other member of this place. I 
seek to take my responsibilities as a parliamentarian very seriously, 
be it in committee, where now before the justice and legal affairs 
committee I have some 50 amendments with respect to the proposed 
omnibus crime bill, or in parliamentary debate, where like many 
other members in the House I remain an active member in take note 
debates, or just to use today as a case study, like other members in 
the House, I posed a question in question period and earlier made a 
Statement. 


@ (1530) 


However, the key point is that work, as it would be with regard to 
the work of any member in the House, gets overshadowed and 
overtaken if my constituents are made to think that I am not even 
here or am about to leave. 


Mr. Speaker, I refer your attention to page 112 of O'Brien and 
Bosc on this matter. In the past, Speakers have found prima facie 
breaches of privilege related to the damaging of a member's 
reputation. Therein are references to two Speaker's rulings, one of 
April 2005, in relation to a matter raised by the then-member for 


Privilege 


Windsor West, and one in October 2005 on a question from the then 
member for Bourassa. 


These rulings dealt with mailings that contained false and 
misleading information to constituents or that misrepresented their 
source. While, and I understand well, the Speaker cannot intervene 
on matters of debate and on disputes as to facts, these rulings 
demonstrate that prima facie breaches occur, and this is the important 
point, as you know only too well, Mr. Speaker, when the cumulative 
effect of such misrepresentation of facts either causes confusion as to 
the identity of the member or attacks one's reputation such as to 
damage his or her credibility in a serious way in the minds of the 
electorate. 


Simply put, I have made no announcement about stepping down 
as the member of Parliament for Mount Royal. While others might, 
and I would hate to cast aspersions on my ageism, think that I am 
stepping down, there is in fact no byelection planned or pending. 
Any suggestion otherwise falsely offers a critique that I am not 
present here in Ottawa and working for my constituents in an 
ongoing way on matters of concern to them and on matters of 
concern to the House. 


Indeed, misinforming my constituents can create difficulties for 
any MP. I draw to the attention of the House comments of the 
Speaker on December 1, 2009, regarding a privilege matter I then 
raised and which the Speaker agreed in the sense of finding a prima 
facie breach of my privileges in the matter of false and misleading 
mailings then sent to my riding. In his comments the Speaker, Mr. 
Milliken, said: 


The privilege here was that a member's ability to do his or her job was interfered 
with by sending this material into his or her constituency. In this case, it was the 
member for Mount Royal's constituency. 


The material was not accurate and caused problems for the member in doing his 
job as a member of Parliament....Hon. members know that members raising questions 
of privilege are not normally trying to settle whether a statement is true or not. It is a 
matter of whether their privileges as members have been breached. 


Indeed, even if one views the question of whether there is a 
pending byelection as a dispute over facts, though clearly there is no 
dispute over facts as there is no pending byelection, the spreading of 
such false information, and this is the important point, is a breach of 
my privileges and interferes with the discharge of my function, as it 
would be a prejudice to any of the members of the House involved in 
such conduct and, indeed, may prejudice the institution of 
Parliament itself. 


Simply put, how am I, or any member, to effectively represent a 
constituency if the constituents are led to believe that the member is 
no longer their elected representative? How can one correct the 
confusion and prejudicial damage that has been done in the minds of 
those who may think I am no longer their representative in 
Parliament or no longer discharging my duties? 


3158 


COMMONS DEBATES 


November 16, 2011 


Government Orders 


In short, telling my constituents that I am resigning and that there 
is a byelection imminently occurring is not only patently false, but 
the clear and important point here is that it violates my privileges as 
a member and should be regarded by all members in the House as an 
unacceptable practice for this institution and its members. The 
particularly relevant part is that while this occurred in my riding of 
Mount Royal, nothing is to stop this from occurring in another riding 
and this practice ends up being an affront to all who serve in this 
place. 


If you require more information on this matter prior to ruling, Mr. 
Speaker, I would be pleased to table appropriate documentation 
before the House. As I noted before, if you agree that this is a prima 
facie breach of privilege, I would be prepared to move the 
appropriate motion to refer this matter to committee which, with 
its investigative powers, could get to the bottom of this and 
recommend appropriate sanctions in the circumstances where 
appropriate. 


@ (1535) 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to support the member's motion for your determination 
that this is a clear prima facie breach of his privileges as a member of 
this House. It is the same type of abuse that any one of us could be 
exposed to. 


One point I want to make is that at some point down the road, 
once it goes to committee, the committee will use its investigative 
powers, and we are potentially not able ultimately to determine the 
source or sources of this conduct. That is not an issue that should be 
of concern for your ruling. Your ruling is simply on whether, on the 
face of it, it is clearly a breach of his privilege. 


It is a breach to any one of us if that type of conduct is allowed to 
stand. It is important for his constituency to be advised that this 
House, through you, Mr. Speaker, has made a determination that it is 
a breach of his privilege. That finding and ruling on your behalf is 
quite crucial to redress some of the loss and abuse that he has 
suffered in his relationship with his constituents, so it is quite 
important that the ruling be made. 


I would suggest it is also important that the ruling be made fairly 
rapidly. 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I know nothing of the activities 
that the hon. member has complained of, though it is quite evident 
and the government is certainly willing to admit that he is in fact 
here today in Parliament. That, I think, is evident to everybody. 


However, it does bring to mind a dilemma that was faced by Sir 
John A. Macdonald over several decades, when George Brown, 
holding the editorial pen of The Globe, repeatedly wrote that he was 
about to resign. Though that did go on for several decades, I do not 
ever recall a point of order being made or a point of privilege being 
made at that time. 


However, if we do see fit to make further submissions, we will 
advise you. 


The Speaker: | thank the hon. members for their interventions. 
The Chair will take this under advisement. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 


@ (1540) 


[Translation] 


THE NATIONAL DEFENCE ACT 
(Bill C-16. On the Order: Government Orders:) 


November 15, 2011 — Consideration at report stage of Bill C-16, An Act to 
amend the National Defence Act (military judges) — The Minister of National 
Defence. 

Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there have been discussions 
among the parties and I would ask for unanimous consent for the 
following motion: 

That, notwithstanding any standing order or usual practices of this House, Bill C-16, 


An Act to amend the National Defence Act (military judges), be deemed concurred in 
at report stage and deemed read a third time and passed. 


[English] 


The Speaker: Does the hon. government House leader have the 
unanimous consent of the House to move this motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


The Speaker: The House has heard the terms of the motion. Is it 
the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


(Motion agreed to, bill concurred in at report stage, read the third 
time and passed) 


* we * 


KEEPING CANADA'S ECONOMY AND JOBS GROWING 
ACT 


BILL C-13—TIME ALLOCATION MOTION 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC) moved: 

That in relation to Bill C-13, An Act to implement certain provisions of the 2011 
budget as updated on June 6, 2011 and other measures, not more than one further 
sitting day shall be allotted to the consideration of the report stage and one sitting day 
shall be allotted to the third reading stage of the said bill and, fifteen minutes before 
the expiry of the time provided for government business on the day allotted to the 
consideration of the report stage and on the day allotted to the third reading stage of 
the bill, any proceedings before the House shall be interrupted, if required for the 
purpose of the order, and in turn every question necessary for the disposal of the 
stage of the bill then under consideration shall be put forthwith and successively 
without further debate or amendment. 


The Speaker: Pursuant to Standing Order 67.1, there will now be 
a 30-minute question period. 


I invite all hon. members who wish to ask questions to rise in their 
places so the Chair has some idea of the number of members who 
wish to participate. 


If we keep our questions and answers to about a minute each, we 
should be able to accommodate many members. As has been our 
accustomed practice, preference will be given to opposition MPs. 
Although government members will have the opportunity to ask 
questions, the Chair will recognize more opposition MPs to allow 
them a chance to question the government. 
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Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
here we go again. It is the sixth time in 33 days since we came back 
in September that the government has moved for time allocation. It is 
the second time the government has done it on this bill, a bill that is 
644 pages long. We have had an absolute minimum number of hours 
for debate here at second reading, in committee and then back here 
in the House for report stage and third reading. 


It is particularly offensive when we see what has just happened. A 
few minutes ago the government House leader had all parties' 
support to run a bill through this House on consent. It was a 
straightforward bill, deserving of support from all sides. It had 
support from all sides. That is the third time that has happened in this 
session of Parliament. 


There is no pattern at all in this Parliament of opposition parties 
acting in an obstructive way. What we are simply asking for, and 
what we are entitled to, is a reasonable amount of time to debate 
bills. Again, it is 644 pages and it is a budget bill. 


I think it is important that I make the point that follows. I am 
going to quote from O'Brien and Bosc, House of Commons 
Procedure and Practice. It states: 


The cardinal principle governing Parliament's treatment of financial measures... 


I will divert from the quote. There are 644 pages of financial 
measures in this text. 


...was that they be given the fullest possible consideration in committee and in the 
House. 


I am going to quote again, from Bourinot's Parliamentary 
Procedure and Practice in the Dominion of Canada. It tells us that: 


..no0 member may be forced to come to a hasty decision, but that every one may 
have abundant opportunities afforded him of stating his reasons for supporting or 
opposing the proposed grant. 


Again, that is the financial one. 


In this light, how can the government House leader possibly 
justify closing off debate in this way on a budget bill? 


@ (1545) 


Hon. Peter Van Loan: Mr. Speaker, this is perhaps the most 
debated budget bill in my lifetime, or certainly in my memory. 


The budget was introduced in March. The first efforts by the 
opposition to obstruct the bill were actually to bring down this 
Parliament and to have an election called. In that election, the 
essence of our platform and the main subject of debate among the 
voters was in fact this budget. 


It was debated by all Canadians for an entire election. What did 
Canadians say at the end of that election? They liked that budget so 
much and wanted the government to do it so much that they gave the 
government a majority, the first majority government in Canada in 
four Parliaments. 


As a result of that mandate, that request from Canadians that we 
implement the budget that they debated in that election, we have 
moved forward with it. 


This is the 2011 budget we are talking about. It was introduced in 
March. If the hon. members opposite have their way, it would not 
even be passed into law in 2011. We would be having it in 2012. In 
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fact, we might have the 2012 budget before we have the 2011 budget 
implemented. That is the way the opposition would do it. 


This is at a time when we have, on the global stage, economic 
challenges unprecedented in my lifetime. We have very significant 
global challenges that need a response and that need the low-tax plan 
for jobs and growth that we are implementing through this budget 
implementation bill. That is why we have to do it. We have to deliver 
on the commitments we made to Canadians to get Canada's economy 
moving. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
the government House leader's arguments are absolutely, totally 
bogus. 


There is no justification whatsoever for a majority government to 
use its majority to try to limit the ability of the opposition to hold the 
government accountable. An election cannot be used as a card to 
give the government full rights to bring in time allocation any time it 
wants. That is just not right. 


I believe that Canadians as a whole would not support this new 
majority government's attitude of arrogance and its feeling that it has 
the right to prevent the exchange of accountability inside the House 
of Commons today. 


We have this motion today because the government, and in 
particular the government House leader, have failed to negotiate in 
good faith to expedite the passage of bills. 


The opposition has shown good will. Bills have passed. As just 
mentioned, a bill passed just prior to this motion. We have shown 
how quickly we can do things. 


My question to the government House leader is this: does he not 
see the value of having good, solid negotiations with opposition 
House leaders and opposition members so that we can facilitate 
good, healthy, accountable debate inside the chamber before 
continually bringing in time allocation motion after time allocation 
motion? Does he not see the merit in negotiation? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan: Mr. Speaker, what this government values 
and what Canadians valued in the last election was a government 
that is prepared to take action to help the Canadian economy. That is 
what we are doing with this bill: taking action that is required at this 
challenging time in the global economy. 
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Let us consider some of the actions that my friends opposite have 
voted against and now wish to delay with further debate: a hiring 
credit for small business to ensure and support hiring and the 
creation of new jobs; tax support for clean energy generation; a tax 
credit for volunteer firefighters; -a new family caregiver tax credit; 
enhancing the Wage Earner Protection Program Act; a tax credit for 
children's involvement in music and dance lessons to help local 
economies; the extension for a further two years of the accelerated 
capital cost allowance to allow manufacturers and businesses to 
invest in new equipment to make them more competitive, so that 
they can compete and create jobs against the rest of the world at a 
time when we really need to do that. 


These are the measures that the other parties are saying should not 
be allowed to pass. These are the measures that they wish to delay 
and obstruct further. It was not good enough that they forced an 
election and tried to prevent these measures from being put in place; 
now they want to prevent them from being put in place at all this 
year, when we need them in place before the next taxation year and 
budget year take effect. 


@ (1550) 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, what the House leader just said is absolute rubbish. We 
have never seen a government that has been this arrogant in using 
the sledgehammer of closure repeatedly over 33 days. It has now 
used it six times over 33 days. Even the Brian Mulroney government 
was not that arrogant. Even the Liberals at their worst did not invoke 
closure all the time. 


Mr. Speaker, as you well know, the Conservatives promised 
during the election campaign to be moderate. There is one other 
thing they promised with this new bill that we have only been 
debating for a few hours at report stage: they promised that they 
would not include the Canadian Securities Regulation Regime 
Transition Office and would wait for the Supreme Court judgment. 
Over the last few hours, we have been exposing the lie. They went to 
the public promising something that they have not delivered, and 
that is the real reason for this closure. They are closing down now, 
for the sixth time in 33 days, a whole variety of legislation. They 
simply do not respect the parliamentary democracy that we live 
under. 


I was attending Remembrance Day ceremonies, like so many 
other New Democrats. We are proud of the veterans who fought. 
Many of them died; many of them gave their lives, limbs and mental 
health, often to preserve parliamentary democracy, and now we are 
seeing the government rip it up. The government is showing no 
respect for Parliament, no respect for the chance to debate and no 
respect for the opposition's ability to bring forward the fact that it has 
broken its election commitments and promises. 


Is that not the real reason the government is invoking closure yet 
again in this Parliament? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan: Mr. Speaker, if the hon. member had any 
respect for Parliament, he would understand that we have not once 
moved closure. We are talking about time allocation, whereby we 
allocate a certain amount of time for the debate of bills. 


An hon. member: It's a form of closure. 
Mr. Peter Julian: It's closure. 
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Hon. Peter Van Loan: Mr. Speaker, I invite my friend to read the 
Standing Orders and acquaint himself with the rules of Parliament. 


What I can tell you is that it cannot be delayed further. Something 
that Canadians need at this important time is action on the economy, 
action to create jobs and economic growth. 


I will take one element as an example, the accelerated capital cost 
allowance, the piece that allows businesses to write off their 
investments in new equipment and machinery on a quick two-year 
basis. Jayson Myers from the Canadian manufacturers’ association 
said, “This is something that is very important. Manufacturers, and 
many businesses generally, and the Canadian Manufacturers and 
Exporters strongly support and congratulate the government for 
extending it in the budget. 


That is why Soprema in British Columbia made a multi-million 
dollar expansion. That is what has helped Celestica move into solar 
panel manufacturing. It has helped Prévost bus lines in Quebec 
develop a new robotic system and it has helped Aberfoyle Metal 
Treaters get a new contract with Boeing to do heat treating. I could 
go on and on. 


We are moving forward with measures to create jobs; they want to 
stop those measures to create jobs. They tried to do it by forcing an 
election on this issue and they lost the election on this issue. 
Canadians asked us to move forward, and that is what we are doing 
right now: delivering on our low-tax plan for jobs and growth. 


[Translation] 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, throughout the world and right here in Canada and Quebec, 
many people are protesting. I think we will have to pitch our tents 
inside Parliament to make this government understand that, although 
it may have a majority, it does not have a dictatorial mandate to do 
whatever it wants, whenever it wants and whenever it sees fit, and to 
invoke closure with every bill. 


We are now rising almost every week in this House to speak out 
against this government's way of doing things, which does not allow 
for debate. Debate is democracy. I do not understand why this 
government, knowing that it has a majority and will win every vote, 
is incapable of listening to the people. We, the opposition parties, 
speak on their behalf, as does the government. All of us represent the 
people, not just those on one side of the House. 


We would have liked to talk about the Canada-wide securities 
commission, which is not at all acceptable to Quebec. This is a bone 
of contention between the federal government and Quebec, as well 
as other provinces. The government refuses to discuss it. There is 
also no unanimity with respect to funding for political parties. 
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Can the minister tell me why the government refuses to allow 
debate and why it is constantly shutting down debate? The 
Conservatives are not acting like a democratic government. 


@ (1555) 


Hon. Peter Van Loan: Mr. Speaker, I think that the people of 
Quebec and Canada consider the economy, economic growth and job 
creation to be serious priorities. These are our government's priorities 
—its top priorities even. 


For example, in this budget, we have measures to remove the limit 
on eligible expenses caregivers can claim for their financially 
dependent relatives under the medical expense tax credit. To help job 
creation, we propose helping apprentices in the skilled trades, as well 
as workers in regulated professions, by making occupational, trade 
and professional examination fees eligible for the tuition tax credit. 


We have many measures related to training and job creation. Our 
priority is our plan for job creation and economic growth. 
[English] 

Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, every one of us in this room was elected to represent our 
constituents, and we were elected to be members of Parliament in a 
parliamentary democracy. A parliamentary democracy does not shut 
down debate so other points of view are not heard. 


I heard from my colleague earlier that this budget was debated last 
March. Many of us were not in the House last March. 


The budget is actually bigger than many telephone books in many 
of our small towns around the country, and yet the debate is being 
limited so that we cannot shine light on what is in the budget. 


If the debate were allowed to proceed, the government would get 
to paint a glorious picture of what it thinks it is doing, and we, as the 
opposition, would get to comment on what is good and what is 
lacking in that budget. 


Surely, parliamentary democracy requires time for parliamentar- 
ians to debate. The government cannot start behaving as if we were 
living in an autocracy. 


My question is, will the government allow the opposition to 
debate this without time constraints? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan: Mr. Speaker, this budget has been debated 
more than any other budget I can imagine in my lifetime. 


It was the subject of an election campaign. If my colleague from 
Newton—North Delta did not have an opportunity to review that big 
document, the budget, in March, and she did not have a chance to 
shine light on it during that period of time when all Canadians were 
making their choices on how they wanted to vote and who they 
wanted as their government, then I do not believe another day of 
debate would help her. 


Canadians had a chance to make a choice on this budget. They 
debated this budget, not just parliamentarians, but all Canadians. 
Those Canadians voted and gave a strong mandate to our 
government to deliver on our low tax plan for jobs and growth. 
They gave us a mandate to do it months ago. The budget was 
introduced in March, and my colleagues opposite are saying they 
have not had time to study it yet. 
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Where were they during the election? Where have they been for 
the past six months? It has been there in black and white. It is time to 
get on. Let us deliver results for the economy and let us deliver those 
results now. 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, earlier it was said that it is not closure the 
hon. member is talking about here, but time allocation. 


Certainly, the way it is playing out right now is an affront to 
anybody who is elected, no matter where they sit in the House. 


There are so many new members in the House from both sides. I 
have heard many Conservative members speak eloquently about this 
particular budget; they made their views known. 


Yet there are many other brand new MPs who would also like to 
speak on this budget and this measure. Why does the hon. member 
not provide this opportunity for his new members to continue the 
debate and allow them to have their say, based on the fact that their 
constituents voted for them to do so? 


@ (1600) 


Hon. Peter Van Loan: Mr. Speaker, the members of this House, 
through the course of an election campaign and the months that 
followed since the adoption and debate on the budget itself and now 
on the budget implementation act, have had ample opportunity to 
pass the bill. 


I am concerned about the Canadians with families who are 
looking for the major earner to find a job. They are looking for that 
job to be created. The people who are waiting for us to pass our 
small business job creation tax credit need to see that stimulus in the 
economy. Businesses are waiting for the assurance to make 
investments that can be written off on an accelerated basis so that 
they can create jobs and help local economies compete. 


I think that six months is plenty of time for the opposition to have 
debated this issue. Now we need to deliver real action for Canadians. 
That is what Canadians are really concerned about. When are they 
going to see these measures put into law so they can enjoy the 
benefits of economic growth and jobs? 


Mr. Jeff Watson (Essex, CPC): Mr. Speaker, only a few 
moments ago the New Democrats were introducing a bill about 
labelling products that use cat fur. The government right now is 
talking about moving forward a low tax plan for jobs and growth. 


Can the House leader comment on the priority of ensuring that we 
get this through: a budget for 2011 in 2011 and not next year or some 
other time? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan: Mr. Speaker, I do agree that there seems to 
be a difference in priorities. 
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The priority of the opposition is to have more opportunity to hear 
itself talk, to debate, but not to take action. However, the priority of 
the government is to deliver on the tax credit for job creation; 
benefits so that businesses can create jobs, invest and become more 
competitive; tax credits to further support clean energy generation; 
tax credits for mining exploration; and tax credits for families so that 
their children can continue to participate, even in challenging times, 
in activities like music and dance lessons to enhance their quality of 
life and create jobs in local communities. 


Those are our priorities. It is not a priority to have another month 
of debate after we have already had six months and an entire election 
to talk about it. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Alain Giguère (Marc-Aurèle-Fortin, NDP): Mr. Speaker, in 
the statement made about the tax measures in Bill C-13, the 
Conservatives clearly seem to forget that their behaviour was 
underhanded. They deliberately transformed a budget bill into an 
omnibus bill containing items that must be discussed in a democracy. 


They decided to make constitutional amendments by creating a 
Canadian securities commission when they do not have the right to 
do so under the Constitution. They also decided to include a major 
amendment to the legislation on political party financing in this bill. 
These are things that could have been the subject of much debate, 
but the government knowingly and deliberately made the decision to 
include these non-budget, non-monetary items in this bill. These two 
items do not pertain to any financial legislation and do not create any 
jobs. However, the Conservatives decided to disrupt everything, to 
include everything and to shut us up as quickly as possible. That is 
what they did. That is why there should be significant and structured 
discussion on these items. 


Hon. Peter Van Loan: Mr. Speaker, I am a bit surprised to hear 
the member say that a measure such as political party subsidies is not 
a spending question. Subsidies cost millions of dollars each year. I 
understand that the NDP wants to receive money from taxpayers for 
their political activities every year, but we feel that this is an 
unnecessary expenditure. It is now up to parties to raise their own 
money. That is our government's opinion. 


© (1605) 
[English] 


We debated these issues in the election and they are important 
spending questions. However, right now we are really focused on 
jobs, economic growth and creating the right environment for 
Canada's economy to continue its performance, which is better than 
that of all the other major western countries, but it needs to keep on 
track. 


What we see today is an example of opposition parties that simply 
do not understand the fundamental economic priorities of Canadians 
today. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): There are still several 
members who wish to ask questions and there are seven minutes 
remaining. I ask that members keep their questions and responses to 
less than a minute. 


The hon. member for Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing. 


Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I find it very offensive that for the sixth time 
in 33 days the government has put time allocation on debate. This is 
a debate on a 644-page document that is not the same document as 
that presented before the election. There are similarities, but they are 
not the same. 


The same thing is happening in committee. The government wants 
to close down debate and is not allowing motions to go through. 


Is the government planning to prorogue? Is that why it is rushing 
everything through? Is that why it is trying to run this as a 
dictatorship? Let us not forget that the Conservatives only received 
39% of the vote. 


Hon. Peter Van Loan: Mr. Speaker, I do not know what to do 
with those questions from a party that received less than 30% of the 
vote. 


We have had a phenomenal amount of debate on this budget. At a 
time when we see economic meltdown in Europe, challenges in the 
global economy, the Americans wrestling with debts and deficits far 
in excess of ours, the real question we have to ask ourselves is: how 
do we make sure that we are delivering on the economic priorities of 
Canadians? 


Our government is focused on the economic priorities of 
Canadians: job creation, a tax credit for the creation of jobs through 
small businesses, economic growth by allowing businesses to invest 
and create jobs to become more competitive and allowing mining 
exploration to proceed— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. 
Questions and comments. The hon. member for Elgin—Middle- 
sex—London. 


Mr. Joe Preston (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as a small businessman and a politician I went through 
an election on this budget. Much discussion took place about the 
benefits in this budget for business, job creation and families. 


I go home each weekend and am asked if we have done that yet. 
My constituents ask me when they will be able to take advantage of 
the job creation credits or the art tax credit. They wonder why it 
takes so long. I will let the minister answer. 


Hon. Peter Van Loan: Mr. Speaker, the experience of the 
member for Elgin—Middlesex—London corresponds exactly with 
my experience. I thought it corresponded with what the opposition 
wanted because those members used to ask about a jobs plan. They 
wanted to see some action on jobs. We are delivering action on jobs. 


While we are doing that, not only does the NDP have its folks 
down in the United States trying to kill Canadian job creation, but it 
is right here with another group in the House trying to keep job 
creation plans from going forward, trying to block a tax credit for job 
creation, trying to block benefits to allow businesses to invest and 
become competitive. 
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Whether we are talking about industries like sealing, asbestos and 
oil, opportunities to export, or job creation tax credits, the opposition 
parties have a clear track record: they are fighting against the 
creation of jobs for Canadians. We are working to create jobs for 
Canadians. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
the government House leader made reference to jobs. From day one, 
the Liberal Party of Canada has been talking about the importance of 
jobs. 


One of our fundamentals is that proper debate should take place. 
When we debate a bill it is always nice to have the minister who is 
responsible for it listen to what is being said, and even possibly 
answer some questions. 


Does the government House leader not believe that there is an 
obligation on the minister who is sponsoring a bill to listen to what is 
being said on the bill and possibly even answer a question? Better 
yet, I would like to see the Minister of Finance stand up and answer 
this question, but I suspect he will not. 


@ (1610) 


Hon. Peter Van Loan: Mr. Speaker, I have a question for my hon. 
friend opposite. He is interested in talking about jobs. Apparently, he 
is more interested in talking about jobs than allowing us to get on 
with creating those jobs. Will he come around and agree that we 
should be creating jobs? 


Why do the opposition parties want to delay, for example, 
enhancements to the wage earner protection program? While people 
around the world are losing their jobs, we want to protect the wages 
of Canadians whose businesses face challenges or who might lose 
their jobs. Why does the member want to delay that protection 
further? Is it for the satisfaction of talking a few more times on the 
bill that he has already talked on dozens of times? Why is that his 
priority? 


Our priority has to be hard-working Canadians. We have to get on 
their side and deliver for them. That is what this government is 
doing. 

[Translation] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The hon. member for 
Acadie—Bathurst has the floor for a final question. 


Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is 
surprising to listen to the government. We know that it goes to the 
trouble of sending our troops overseas to fight for democracy. Yet 
here in Canada, it sounds as though the Conservative government, 
which was elected on May 2, believes that Parliament should be shut 
down for the next four years. 


There is no need for debate because Canadians told the 
Conservatives what they need and that they agree with the 
government. That is completely undemocratic. And this is not just 
about Bill C-13 and the budget; this is about all of the bills. The 
government does not want to listen to the opposition or to 
Canadians. What this government is doing is undemocratic. It had 
better think twice; otherwise, it does not believe in democracy or in 
the institution of Parliament. 


Hon. Peter Van Loan: Mr. Speaker, the government tabled a 
budget in March 2011. Today is November 16, 2011, a number of 
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months later, a number of months after the election and after 
numerous debates on the budget. Now we are debating whether it is 
possible to hold a vote on that budget and give the other place, the 
Senate, the opportunity to review the matter. The same process needs 
to be followed there in order to see this through. 


I have a simple question for the hon. member. Why does he not 
want to see an immediate improvement in the wage earner protection 
program and have it apply to more workers affected by an employer 
bankruptcy or receivership? Why does he want to block this very 
important measure for workers in New Brunswick and across 
Canada? 


[English] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): It is my duty pursuant 
to Standing Order 38 to inform the House that the questions to be 
raised tonight at the time of adjournment are as follows: the hon. 
member for Saint-Jean, Gasoline Prices; the hon. member for Ottawa 
—Vanier, Official Languages; the hon. member for Terrebonne— 
Blainville, Poverty. 


[Translation] 


It is my duty to interrupt the proceedings and put forthwith the 
question necessary to dispose of the motion now before the House. 


The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The question is on 
the motion. Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
Some hon. members: No. 


The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): All those in favour 
of the motion will please say yea. 


Some hon. members: Yea. 


The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): All those opposed 
will please say nay. 


Some hon. members: Nay. 


The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): In my opinion the 
nays have it. 


And five or more members having risen: 


The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Call in the members. 
@ (1655) 
(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the 
following division:) 
(Division No. 56) 


YEAS 

Members 
Ablonezy Adams 
Adler Aglukkaq 
Albas Albrecht 
Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) Allison 
Ambler Ambrose 
Anders Anderson 
Armstrong Ashfield 
Aspin Bateman 
Benoit Bernier 
Bezan Blaney 
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Block Boughen 

Braid Breitkreuz 

Brown (Leeds—Grenville) Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) 
Brown (Barrie) Bruinooge 

Butt Calandra 

Calkins Cannan 

Carmichael Carrie 

Chisu Chong 

Clarke Clement 

Daniel Davidson 

Dechert Del Mastro 

Devolin Dreeshen 

Duncan (Vancouver Island North) Dykstra 

Fantino Fast 

Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) Finley (Haldimand—Norfolk) 
Fletcher Galipeau 

Gallant Gill 

Glover Goguen 

Goldring Goodyear 

Gosal Gourde 

Grewal Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) 
Hayes Hiebert 

Hillyer Hoback 

Hoeppner Holder 

James Jean 

Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's) 
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Kent 

Kerr Komarnicki 

Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) Lake 

Lauzon Lebel 

Leef Lemieux 

Leung Lizon 

Lobb Lukiwski 

Lunney MacKay (Central Nova) 
MacKenzie Mayes 

McColeman McLeod 

Menegakis Menzies 

Merrifield Miller 


Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam) 
Moore (Fundy Royal) 


Norlock O'Connor 
O'Neill Gordon Oda 
Oliver Opitz 
Paradis Payne 
Penashue Poilievre 
Preston Raitt 
Rajotte Rathgeber 
Reid Rempel 
Richards Richardson 
Rickford Ritz 
Schellenberger Seeback 
Shea Shipley 
Shory Smith 
Sopuck Sorenson 
Stanton Storseth 
Strahl Sweet 
Tilson Toet 
Toews Trost 
Trottier Truppe 
Tweed Uppal 
Valcourt Van Kesteren 
Van Loan Vellacott 
Wallace Warawa 
Warkentin Watson 


Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to Sky Country) 

Weston (Saint John) 

Wilks Williamson 

Wong Woodworth 

Young (Oakville) Young (Vancouver South) 
Zimmer- — 155 


NAYS 

Members 
Allen (Welland) Angus 
Atamanenko Aubin 
Bélanger Bellavance 
Bennett Benskin 
Bevington Blanchette 
Blanchette-Lamothe Boivin 
Borg Boulerice 
Boutin-Sweet Brahmi 
Brison Brosseau 


Byrne 

Casey 

Charlton 

Chow 

Cleary 

Comartin 

Cotler 

Cuzner 

Day 

Dionne Labelle 

Doré Lefebvre 

Duncan (Etobicoke North) 
Dusseault 

Eyking 

Freeman 

Garrison 

Giguére 

Goodale 

Harris (Scarborough Southwest) 
Hughes 

Jacob 

Kellway 

Lapointe 

Laverdiére 

Mai 

Martin 

Mathyssen 

McCallum 

McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) 
Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) 
Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine) 
Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot) 
Murray 

Nash 

Nunez-Melo 

Papillon 

Péclet 

Pilon 

Quach 

Rafferty 

Raynault 

Rousseau 

Savoie 

Sellah 

sor) 

Sims (Newton—North Delta) 
Stewart 

Sullivan 

Toone 

Trudeau 

Valeriote— — 117 


Nil 


Caron 

Cash 

Chicoine 

Christopherson 

Coderre 

Côté 

Crowder 

Davies (Vancouver Kingsway) 
Dion 

Donnelly 

Dubé 

Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona) 
Easter 

Fortin 

Garneau 

Genest-Jourdain 

Godin 

Groguhé 

Harris (St. John's East) 

Hyer 

Julian 

Lamoureux 

Larose 

LeBlanc (LaSalle—Émard) 
Marston 

Masse 

May 

McGuinty 

Michaud 

Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord) 
Morin (Laurentides—Labelle) 
Mourani 

Nantel 

Nicholls 

Pacetti 

Patry 

Perreault 

Plamondon 

Rae 

Ravignat 

Regan 

Sandhu 

Scarpaleggia 

Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 


St-Denis 
Stoffer 
Thibeault 
Tremblay 
Turmel 


PAIRED 


The Speaker: I declare the motion carried. 


I wish to inform the House that because of the debate on the time 
allocation motion, Government Orders will be extended by 30 


minutes. 


[English] 


x *% 


POINTS OF ORDER 
COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
rise on a point of order to continue the argument we have had over 
the motion I brought on Monday with regard to the proceedings that 
have been going on in the ethics committee, if I could complete that 
in response to the government House leader's argument of yesterday. 


I really do not expect the whole House to stay, if people want to 
go. As witty, eloquent and brilliant as my argument will be, I think a 
number of members may want to leave at this point. 
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The Speaker: Order, please. Perhaps I will give the House a few 
moments to leave if members wish, although I am sure they will 
miss the hon. member's intervention, so the member for Windsor— 
Tecumseh can be heard when he does add to his remarks from 
Monday. 


I will ask all hon. colleagues, if they do need to carry on 
conversations, to do so outside the chamber so the Chair can listen to 
the member for Windsor—Tecumseh. 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the opportunity to 
have you hear this response to the arguments we had from the House 
leader yesterday. 


At the outset, I read through his arguments in the blues because I 
was not in the House when he made them. I believe he has made a 
number of errors in his argument and I want to address those. Also, 
there were a number that were just irrelevant, but I will touch on 
those as I go through. 


Let me start with the comments where he seemed to have focused 
on the fact that committees were their own masters. I clearly 
acknowledged that in my remarks when I made my argument on 
Monday. However, I want to emphasize, as I said at that time, 
committee members, chair and committee as a whole are regularly 
responsible for our own conduct, but it is not an absolute authority 
on our part. There are times, Mr. Speaker, and this is one of them I 
would argue, when you should intervene. It is not an absolute right 
for committees to be in charge of their own responsibilities. 


The House leader acknowledged that in his talk to the House 
when he said, “I would agree that in certain situations the Speaker 
ought to intervene”. He admitted again that he was wrong when he 
said that because he blew his argument when he was supporting 
mine. 


Mr. Speaker, let me go to the times when it is appropriate for you 
to intervene, using again the House leader's quote from Mr. Speaker 
Parent when he said the Speaker had the right to intervene because 
“The Chair found there was an evident breach of the Standing 
Orders”. 


The litmus test, as set by the Government House Leader, seems 
clear in this regard, that if the committee chair or the committee itself 
is in breach of the Standing Orders, the Speaker should intervene, 
which is what I am asking you to do, Mr. Speaker. 


You will recall in my initial remarks, Mr. Speaker, when I quoted 
the House of Commons Procedures and Practice, second edition, by 
O'Brien and Bosc, on page 1048: 

At all times, directives from procedural sources higher than parliamentary 
committees (Constitution; statutes; orders of reference, instructions and Standing 


Orders of the House; and rulings by the Speaker) take precedence over any rules a 
committee may adopt. 


Therefore, using the government House leader's litmus test that 
the Speaker should intervene when committees break Standing 
Orders in conjunction with the superiority of rules like the sub judice 
convention and the division of powers set out in the Constitution, it 
seems that he and I can agree that when the Constitution and 
conventions are contravened by the committee, that the Speaker 
should take action. I think he is on side with me in that regard, 
although he may be reluctant to admit it. 


Points of Order 


The House leader then went on to argue that the letter of the Law 
Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel, Mr. Robert Walsh, to the hon. 
member for Timmins—James Bay, dealt mostly with potential 
consequences and hypothetical scenarios. I have to take serious 
exception with that characterization of Mr. Walsh's opinion. Mr. 
Walsh stated very clearly that with respect to compelling the 
production of documents for the purposes that were set out in the 
motion by the member for Peterborough, which has already been 
adopted by the committee, “such initiatives are not within the 
constitutional functions of the House or, by extension, its 
committees”. 


The committee has adopted that motion, it is seized with the study, 
there is absolutely nothing hypothetical about this. His attempt to 
characterize Mr. Walsh's opinion in the way that he did is really 
unfortunate because it is grossly in accurate. 


However, not satisfied with what he did with Mr. Walsh's matter, 
he then went on to do the same for one of the remarks that I made. 
The government House Leader said about my remark: 


—the member for Windsor—Tecumseh premised much of his concern around the 
notion that the ethics committee would not be successful in keeping its 
proceedings in camera. 


When I made reference to that, all I was doing was acknowledging 
that Mr. Walsh had raised the point. 


® (1700) 


My argument was entirely based on the fact that the breach had 
already occurred. It is not based just on the inevitability of the in 
camera proceedings being breached. The breach has already 
occurred. When that motion was passed, according to the opinion 
of Mr. Walsh, the breach occurred, the breach of the constitutional 
division of powers between the judiciary and the legislative wing of 
the government and the conventions that have grown up around that. 
It is not hypothetical, it has already occurred. 


The House leader then went on and brought to your attention, Mr. 
Speaker, a portion of the ruling of Mr. Speaker Fraser, at page 9756 
to 9758, of Debates, which I did not see any reason to bring up, 
although he seemed to accuse me for not doing so, simply because it 
was irrelevant. He is talking about some responsibility that I seem to 
be giving to you about controlling the chair. This is not an issue here. 
It is not the conduct of the chair that has any relevance to the 
procedural motion that I brought. The chair of that committee did 
absolutely nothing to breach the rules. It was the original motion 
being passed by the majority in that committee that breached the 
rules. 


He went on to talk about somehow you intervening, Mr. Speaker, 
and having to control, which of course is not your responsibility, 
other than in extreme cases. We have no way of knowing about that, 
because all of this was done in camera, and I made no reference to it 
in any way. He raised a totally irrelevant point. 


He went on with another mischaracterization. The government 
House leader claimed that the CBC's production of documents, as 
prescribed in the adopted motion, was voluntary. Let us look at this. 
Here is a line from the opening paragraph of the letter to the 
committee's chair that accompanied the documents in question. It 
had turned over certain documents to the committee earlier this 
week. It said: 
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While we have chosen to comply with the order...we do so under protest and with 
strong reservations about the purpose for which the documents have been requested. 


That is not voluntary by any stretch of the imagination and it is 
absurd that it would be claimed to be so. It is like saying it is 
voluntary when an individual is being mugged and turns his or her 
wallet over at the point of a gun. That is what they were faced with 
and it was not voluntary at all. 


I want to address a few comments about what the government 
House leader did, spending a great deal of time and energy setting 
out the proper process for the committee to compel documents 
through an order of the House. While very informative, the point of 
the lesson in the context of the question at hand escaped me. He 
claimed his point was that: 


—that the appropriate time to be raising points about the proceedings of the ethics 
committee and how they may intersect with the sub judice convention would be at 
that time, that is to say, after any report from the ethics committee is presented. 


While I agree with him that is one of the times we can do it, it is 
not the only time by any means. There are other appropriate times, 
and this is one of them. It is a very strong argument on my part. 


In a situation like we have here, where we have, as found by the 
Law Clerk, a clear contravention of the Constitution and its 
conventions that have grown up under it, that is the time when 
you have the authority to intervene, Mr. Speaker, and I would submit 
strongly that you should do so in this case. 


I want to make one additional point about the argument he made, 
and I think you raised it after | had made my argument on Monday, 
Mr. Speaker, about the normal practice of waiting for a report to 
come from committee before you make a ruling on a motion of this 
kind. 


If we go back a bit and look at where that practice came from, and 
it is about a practice, the reason for it is it would be unfair to the 
Speaker in any given situation to ask him or her to make a ruling 
when the facts were not clear. If you have a report that has been 
passed by committee, it is before you, as the Speaker, you would 
clearly know what the facts are. You would have any number of 
cases where you as the Speaker would need that report in order to 
make a valid ruling. I acknowledge that. 


That is not the situation we have here. There are only two facts 
that are of any relevance in terms of the breach of the mandate of the 
committee and it moving beyond its mandate. One is the motion 
itself, which we have. The second is we have the opinion of the Law 
Clerk, which says that motion, as passed by the committee, if carried 
out, would in fact be a breach of the Standing Orders and the practice 
in the House as well as the contravention of the Constitution and the 
conventions under it. 


Two facts are all you really need, Mr. Speaker, to make your 
ruling: first, to recognize the motion that was passed in the standing 
committee; and second, the opinion of the Law Clerk that it is a 
breach of the Constitution. 


@ (1705) 


In his final point, and I will make a couple of comments on this 
and then I will be finished, he urged the Speaker to wait. I think he 
was trying to argue a similar point, as was earlier said, that somehow 
the Speaker had to wait until the breach had occurred and the report 


had come to the committee. As I have said in all the facts that I have 
already given you, Mr. Speaker, that is simply not a necessity in 
these circumstances. 


I want to make this final point with regard to interpreting that 
motion, and that is the comments that have been made by the 
member for Peterborough, and I made reference to these in my 
opening argument. He has clearly said, as the motion also clearly 
demonstrates, that the committee would be substituting the role of 
the judiciary. Again, I go back to those words that I think are so 
damaging to the cause of the government side. The member for 
Peterborough said, “We are going to determine and assess the facts 
of the case behind closed doors”. Those were his words. 


In that regard, it is clear the judiciary in the country has that 
responsibility. It is clear under the Constitution. We could go through 
any number of pieces of legislation where it is clear. That is the role 
of the judiciary. It is clear in the Broadcast Act that it is its authority. 
It makes the interpretation, not a parliamentary committee. 


Parliamentary committees make use of that, once that determina- 
tion has been made in terms of whether there should be amendments 
to the legislation. However, the committees do not make that 
assessment. It is done by the judiciary. 


I will conclude, Mr. Speaker, by again asking you to take into 
account the request I made with regard to how to dispose of this 
matter, either to declare the committee's work with regard to the 
study to be completely beyond its mandate or at the very least, as a 
fallback position, that it suspend any further study until such time as 
the courts have concluded, and that may include an appeal to the 
Supreme Court, their intervention in this matter. 


@ (1710) 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I will first deal with the question 
of disclosure that has been made by the CBC in forwarding 
documents. 


My friend suggested that somehow this is not a voluntary 
disclosure but rather one that has been compelled. We have the 
unusual phenomenon before us where the corporation, which is 
required to disclose information under the law, has done so, but the 
opposition House leader is making the case that it should not have 
done so. It was the choice of the CBC to make that information 
available. 


There was some information under seal which the CBC obviously 
believed to be of concern, but some that was not under seal and 
obviously CBC believed it to be open. The committee has not yet 
had an opportunity to turn its attention to those items to determine 
whether it is satisfied. 


As I said earlier, Mr. Speaker, for any determination to be made by 
you in advance of the committee having decided whether the 
voluntary disclosure it has received is satisfactory would be 
premature. It would be highly unusual for you to offer an opinion 
in advance of the facts before you. 
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Further, the opposition House leader characterized, or mischar- 
acterized, the parliamentary law clerk's letter as a finding. It is not a 
finding. It constitutes advice. My friend is a lawyer and I am trained 
in a similar fashion. We all know there are such things as legal 
opinions. We all know there is a diversity of legal opinions. We all 
know that unless they are made by a judge, or the Speaker in the 
context that we are in, or the chair of a committee in that context, 
they are not findings. They are merely letters of advice. 


Not only has the member elevated it in his arguments to the level 
of a finding, he has created this very unusual device where he wants 
you, Mr. Speaker, to be the police officer to enforce his interpretation 
of what that legal advice is to the committee. That is a stretch many 
steps too far. 


It is the member's interpretation of the law clerk's advice that he is 
now purporting you should make into an order that must be 
enforced. There is no such order. His interpretation, with the greatest 
of respect, is not one that is shared by others. It is certainly not an 
appropriate role for the Speaker to do that. It certainly is highly 
inappropriate for us to essentially displace the role of the Speaker by 
that of the law clerk and suggest that this advice somehow displaces 
any decisions that are made by the chair of the committee or by you, 
Mr. Speaker, ultimately as Speaker. Again, that is not appropriate. 


The committee has the benefit of that advice. It can act on that 
advice and it can interpret that advice. It is the role of the chair and 
members of that committee to interpret that advice as masters of their 
own universe. It is not the member's place to provide that 
interpretation in a definitive fashion. 


Similarly, Mr. Speaker, in asking you to deal with this, he is 
asking for an interpretation of law or of the Constitution. As you 
know, Mr. Speaker, there are abundant rulings, including some by 
yourself already in your short time as Speaker, that make it clear it is 
not the Speaker's role to interpret law or the Constitution. 


Finally, I listened very carefully to my friend's arguments. He said 
that it was appropriate for the Speaker to intervene when there is a 
clear breach of a standing order. However, I do not see any here. I 
listened very carefully to my friend's arguments, but I did not hear 
him say what standing order had been breached. I would invite him 
to rise and state which standing order has been breached, and if there 
is none, I think that disposes of the question definitively. 


The Speaker: | thank hon. members for their further submissions. 
I am taking the matter very seriously and will come back to the 
House with a decision in due time. 


kK * 


KEEPING CANADA'S ECONOMY AND JOBS GROWING 
ACT 


The House resumed consideration of Bill C-13, An Act to 
implement certain provisions of the 2011 budget as updated on June 
6, 2011 and other measures, as reported (without amendment) from 
the committee, and of the motions in Group No. 1. 

Mr. Costas Menegakis (Richmond Hill, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to rise today to speak to Bill C-13, the keeping Canada's 
economy and jobs growing act, a very important bill to residents in 
my riding of Richmond Hill and to all Canadians. 


Government Orders 


This bill builds on our government's commitment to continue the 
work over the last five years focusing on what matters most to 
Canadian families. It continues our long-term plan launched in 2006 
to heighten Canada's advantages through a national economic road 
map that would truly make Canada a world economic leader and 
improve the quality of life for students, seniors, families and 
workers. 


It is because of this government's prudent and visionary decisions 
since then that Canada has weathered the global economic turmoil of 
the last three years better than most other advanced countries. As we 
see the difficulties endured by so many other countries around the 
globe, we recognize that this strong, stable national majority 
Conservative government is acting swiftly to ensure that Canada's 
economy continues to grow and remain strong. 


I would like to remind all hon. members in the House that before 
the global recession hit, our government paid down nearly $40 
billion of the debt to bring Canada's debt level to its lowest level in 
25 years. We were well on our way to more competitive taxation 
levels. This is why we were able to act promptly to stimulate our 
economy as the downturn in the global economy necessitated 
appropriate action. 


I am proud that under the leadership of our Prime Minister Canada 
currently has the strongest job growth record and the lowest net debt 
to GDP ratio in the entire G7. Both the International Monetary Fund 
and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
anticipate Canada to lead the way in economic growth over the next 
few years. The reason for this enviable record is that this 
government's top priority has always been the economy with a 
focus on a long-term low tax plan to create jobs and growth. 


Despite our strong domestic economy, we remain in a period of 
heightened global uncertainty. As has been mentioned many times in 
the House, Canada is not immune from global economic turbulence. 
This is precisely why Bill C-13, the next phase of Canada's 
economic action plan, is so essential for Canada's continued 
economic stability. Bill C-13 invests in key areas that support job 
creation. Our government's priority has always been Canadian 
families, emphasizing help for students, seniors, families and 
communities, while maintaining our fiscal advantage. 


Bill C-13 contains strategic investments that will contribute to the 
long-term economic growth and prosperity for Canadians. 
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One might ask how Bill C-13 will create jobs and economic 
growth. For one, it recognizes that it is the private sector that drives 
growth and wealth creation. We know that small- and medium-size 
businesses have been leading the way in job creation over the last 
two years. This is very important in Richmond Hill where 98% of all 
businesses are small or medium size, with the vast majority of those 
having less than 20 employees. This is why we will continue to 
support entrepreneurs and job creators in Richmond Hill and right 
across the country with key initiatives in the next phase of Canada's 
economic action plan, Bill C-13. Let me highlight a few. 


A temporary $1,000 hiring credit for small businesses will help up 
to 525,000 employers defray the costs of additional hiring. A two 
year extension of the accelerated capital cost allowance treatment for 
investments in manufacturing and processing machinery and 
equipment will support our manufacturers. The extension by 16 
weeks of the work-sharing program will help employers going 
through a rough patch retain their employees and the skills they 
contribute to their businesses. A reduction in the increase of 
employment insurance premium rates in 2012 from 10¢ to 5¢ will 
stimulate job creation. Reducing unnecessary red tape through the 
continued work of the Red Tape Reduction Commission will allow 
entrepreneurs to focus on what they do best: growing their business 
and creating jobs. 


@ (1715) 


Increased funding for the National Research Council's industrial 
research assistance program will support collaborative projects 
between colleges and businesses and will help strengthen our 
manufacturing sector by accelerating the adoption of information 
and communications technologies. Further reducing the corporate 
tax rate will make Canada very attractive as a place in which to 
invest and do business. In fact, Canada will have the lowest overall 
tax rates on new business investment in the G7, a fact of which I am 
very proud. Keeping taxes low allows our businesses to invest in 
their operations, creating much needed jobs for Canadians. 


These are the very kinds of measures that will help small 
businesses like those in my riding of Richmond Hill. Nestled in the 
heart of the GTA, Richmond Hill is one of Canada's fastest growing 
and most diverse communities. It is a shining example of Canada's 
dynamic communities. Families, seniors, small- and medium-size 
businesses, organizations and the municipality find that the stability 
our government has infused into our economy is the key factor that 
has positioned us as world leaders throughout the global economic 
crisis. 


This next phase of Canada's economic action plan, Bill C-13, 
continues to build on our strong economic policy with help for all 
Canadians and particularly for those who most need it, our seniors, 
our families and our communities. 


For example, 680,000 low income seniors are benefiting from the 
enhancement to the guaranteed income supplement. Those who need 
it most are receiving an additional $600 per year if single, and $840 
per year if a couple. 


A new caregiver tax credit on up to $2,000 will financially help 
those looking after loved ones with infirmities including for the first 
time, spouses, common-law partners and children. 


Homeowners are being helped with the extension until March 31, 
2012 of the eco-energy home retrofit program. Some $400 million 
has been allocated across the country to help homeowners defray the 
costs of making their homes more energy efficient, an investment 
that at the same time is creating jobs and stimulating local 
economies. 


A new children's arts tax credit on up to $500 in eligible fees 
assists families with the costs associated with arts, cultural and 
developmental activities for their children. Arts, cultural and 
educational activities are very important in Canada, especially in 
my riding of Richmond Hill.. Last week I was at Cosmo Music 
highlighting this very measure which is in effect for the 2011 
taxation year. Parents in Richmond Hill are very pleased to know 
this kind of assistance is available to them. They appreciate knowing 
the value and recognition our government places on these types of 
activities. ; 


I am also very pleased that Bill C-13 makes permanent the annual 
gas tax funding for municipalities each and every year. People will 
remember that it was this government that doubled this investment 
from $1 billion to $2 billion. Permanent gas tax funds give our 
municipal partners stable, predictable funding that they can count on 
to assist with their infrastructure needs. This is very significant 
particularly in Richmond Hill. As an example, the town can now 
expect over $5 million each and every year and can incorporate this 
revenue into its budgetary process. 


These and other measures in Bill C-13 continue to focus on what 
matters most in my riding and to all Canadians: creating jobs and 
promoting economic growth. We are maintaining our focus on the 
priorities set out in the next phase of Canada's economic action plan 
by supporting job creation and providing support for families, 
seniors and communities. 


In closing, I call on all members in the House to support the 
important initiatives in this next phase of Canada's economic action 
plan that will continue on our nation's proven path of economic 
stability. I look forward to the passage of Bill C-13, the keeping 
Canada's economy and jobs growing act, and the benefits it will 
bring to all Canadians. 


© (1720) 


Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I listened intently to what my colleague said 
and, again, it is obvious that the Conservatives are clearly out of 
touch with the needs of Canadian families. Canadians want real 
action on job creation, real action on hiring more doctors and nurses 
and real action on retirement security. 


Fast-tracking this legislation, which is over 600 pages, is the 
wrong thing to do. We talked about this but I need to emphasize it 
again. 
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The fact of the matter is that there is an issue here with the 
economy, and the government is not acting on it. The government is 
going to make it harder for people who have to access EI. 


Given the fact that the government is fast-tracking the bill, I am 
wondering if the member could tell me whether or not the 
government is looking at proroguing. 


@ (1725) 


Mr. Costas Menegakis: Mr. Speaker, on the question of what we 
are doing for nurses, I would like to remind the member that built 
right into our economic action plan is the credit for nurses and 
doctors that would forgive their loans. That is very important in the 
northern regions of Canada. 


Let me add that 600,000 new jobs have been created in Canada 
since July 2009 as a result of our government's ability to react when 
it was needed most to help Canadians. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it 
is important that the previous speaker recognize that since 2008 there 
are actually 500,000 fewer full-time jobs. 


Housing is a very important issue in Winnipeg north, as I am sure 
it is in many communities across our country, whether it is housing 
for seniors or individuals on low income. We are looking for 
leadership from the government to deal with things such as housing 
co-ops, non-profit housing, house leases, different types of housing 
programs that would make it that much more affordable for home 
ownership. 


Does the member have any comments on how he believes this 
budget would advance those types of issues? 


Mr. Costas Menegakis: Mr. Speaker, we all know that the 
government has focused primarily on creating jobs with its low tax 
plan. 


As far as housing is concerned, the member wanted me to point to 
something specific in the budget, and I will point specifically to the 
funding for the retrofit program, which has been extended. Canadian 
families from coast to coast to coast are availing themselves of this 
program. Over $400 million in additional money has been allotted to 
that program. It is an excellent example of how our government is 
helping families cope with the costs of improving their homes. 


Mr. Mark Adler (York Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
opposition is calling for higher taxes and reckless spending. We 
have seen this experiment in Greece and in Italy and it has not 
worked there. 


Could the member explain to the opposition why that is not a 
good path to follow? 


Mr. Costas Menegakis: Mr. Speaker, I am going to point 
specifically to our Minister of Finance who has been voted as the 
best finance minister in the world by his peers. The reason, in my 
humble opinion, he has that distinction and that recognition among 
his peers is that our finance minister, under the leadership of our 
Prime Minister and this government, has been able to react to 
changing global economic conditions quickly with this next phase of 
Canada's economic action plan. It is the best possible plan we could 
put in place at this point in time. 


Government Orders 


I urge all members in the House and my colleagues in the 
opposition to support this important legislation. 


© (1730) 


Mr. Robert Sopuck (Dauphin—Swan River—Marquette, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is indeed an honour to rise in the House in 
support of Bill C-13, the keeping Canada's economy and jobs 
growing act. 


It is also an honour to follow my friend from Richmond Hill, who 
so eloquently stated the reasons why the bill is so important for our 
country. 


As the finance minister said early on in the introduction of the bill, 
our government is focused on what matters to Canadians: creating 
jobs and providing economic growth. 


Canada has the strongest job growth in the G7, with nearly 
600,000 net new jobs created since July 2009, and the IMF projects 
that we will have among the strongest economic growth in the G7 
over the next two years. 


As has been pointed out over and over again, we are not immune 
to global economic turbulence. That is why we need to stay the 
course and implement the next phase of Canada's economic action 
plan. Our government is focused on creating jobs and generating 
economic growth. Based on our economic performance compared 
with the rest of the world, it is truly working. 


Our measures have been applauded by many in the private sector. 
For example, the Canadian Federation of Independent Business 
applauded the government's provision of a temporary hiring tax 
credit. Dan Kelly, the senior vice-president for the CFIB, said: 


Since the 2011 budget announcement, many members have called about the credit 
and reported it will make it easier for them to hire, enhance wages or adjust to rising 
Employment Insurance premiums. ... This is a particularly important initiative as the 
government has declared 2011 as the Year of the Entrepreneur. 


It is the entrepreneurs and: the small business owners in this 
country who create the jobs this country needs. 


The keeping Canada's economy and jobs growing act would help 
support Canada's economic recovery and would be promoting job 
creation and economic growth by implementing a whole host of 
measures like, as I pointed out a minute ago, providing a temporary 
hiring credit for small business and expanding tax support for clean 
energy generation to encourage green investments. 


Coming from Manitoba as I do, I know that clean, green energy 
from Manitoba Hydro is very important to our economy, and this is 
what our government is supporting. 


I was especially pleased to see the extension by one year of the 
mineral exploration tax credit for flow-through share investors to 
support Canada's mining sector. It is truly remarkable how the 
mining sector has come alive in Canada over the last decade and has 
become such an important contributor to our gross national product. 
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Indeed, that is why it is so shameful to see the NDP denigrating 
our country, denigrating the oil sands, when the oil sands are so 
important for our country and our economic growth. It is truly a 
shame that it is out to kill this most important enterprise. Having 
worked in the oil sands myself and lived in an oil sands camp, I have 
experienced first-hand the men and women of Canada who are 
working in the oil sands, providing for their families, saving for their 
children's education, and on and on. It is truly a remarkable Canadian 
achievement, and it is truly disgraceful to see the NDP doing 
whatever it can to kill this engine of economic growth. 


We are also simplifying customs tariffs in order to facilitate trade. 
Canada is a trading nation. Trade is what supports our economy and, 
in turn, what supports the social programs that all Canadians need. 


We are accelerating the capital cost allowance. 


This is something I am kind of interested in. We are eliminating 
the mandatory retirement age for federally regulated employees in 
order to give older workers wishing to work the option of remaining 
in the workforce. That is something that many of us are clearly 
looking forward to. 


In terms of supporting communities, our bill would legislate a 
permanent annual investment of $2 billion in the gas tax fund to 
provide predictable, long-term infrastructure funding for munici- 
palities. I represent a remote rural constituency with many 
municipalities, and this fund that our government has doubled in 
the last few years is vital to the maintenance of important 
infrastructure for my communities. 


We are enhancing the wage earner protection program. 
© (1735) 


Here is one that was especially well received in my constituency 
and indeed across the country. We are introducing a volunteer 
firefighters tax credit for volunteer firefighters. This is an example of 
how the government supports communities. Our volunteer fire- 
fighters give of their time. For many years they were the unsung 
heroes of many of our communities. We are so proud to have 
provided the volunteer firefighters tax credit, something they have 
requested for many years, which in a sure but small way recognizes 
the contributions they are making to our communities. That is what 
community is all about and what the government supports. 


We will be increasing the ability of Canadians to give more 
confidently to legitimate charities. 


With regard to the family caregiver tax credit, we are removing the 
limit on the amount of eligible expenses caregivers can claim under 
the medical expense tax credit. 


We are introducing a new children's arts tax credit for programs 
associated with children's artistic, cultural, recreational and devel- 
opmental activities. 


This is truly an incredible list of what the government is doing. It 
includes forgiving loans for new doctors and nurses in underserved 
rural and remote areas. As a member of Parliament, like many of my 
colleagues I represent a remote rural constituency. Health care is 
very important. Providing incentives to new doctors and nurses to 
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live and work in our beautiful rural communities will only help to 
strengthen them. 


We will be helping apprentices and skilled trades and workers in 
regulated professions by making occupational trade and professional 
examination fees eligible for the tuition tax credit. 


We will be improving federal financial assistance for students. 


We are making it easier to allocate registered education savings 
plan assets among siblings without incurring tax penalties or 
forfeiting Canada education savings grants. 


The phasing out of the direct subsidy of political parties is 
something I am pleased to see. As we listened to the members of the 
NDP early in the debate on this particular bill, I was astonished that 
all they focused on was this tax giveaway to political parties, which 
to their minds is a big deal. I guess free money is what they are all 
about, whereas the members of our party have worked hard. We have 
attracted donations from thousands of small donors and have built up 
a strong base of funding. We earned it. They want it for nothing. 
That is the difference between us and them. I am pleased to support 
the phasing out of the direct subsidy of political parties. 


We will be closing numerous tax loopholes that allow a few 
businesses and individuals to avoid paying their fair share of tax. 


In terms of Manitoba in particular, as all members in the House 
know, all politics is local. I am especially pleased with what 
Manitoba will see come out of the bill. There will be $5,000 in 
grants from the energy program for Manitoba families to make their 
homes more energy efficient; $840 in new annual financial support 
for needy Manitoba seniors; the new family caregivers tax credit; 
and, this is one that is especially important in my constituency 
although the point is somewhat moot now, the waiving of licence 
renewal fees for hunters and firearms owners. Thank goodness this 
will be a thing of the past once the bill is passed. 


I thank the hardworking Minister of Public Safety, another 
Manitoba MP I might add, who is spearheading this particular 
initiative, along with the member for Portage—Lisgar. 


In terms of agriculture, and I represent a very strong agricultural 
community, help for Manitoba farmers will be provided by the new 
$50 million agricultural innovation initiative. Our agriculture is only 
strengthened by research and innovation. That is why Canadian 
producers are among the most efficient in the world. 


I could go on with the number of initiatives that are in our budget. 
I will say that this is a good budget for Canada and all of our citizens. 
It is our low tax plan for jobs and economic growth. 
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Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Madam Speaker, yester- 
day, the Task Force on Competitiveness, Productivity and Economic 
Progress released its most recent report tracking Ontario's economic 
progress. The report states that Ontario lost 300,000 manufacturing 
jobs between 2007 and 2009 and that everyone knows that these jobs 
are not coming back. This flies in the face of all the numbers the 
Tories like to trot out. I wonder if the member opposite can speak to 
this disconnect between the facts and what his government keeps 
talking about. 


Mr. Robert Sopuck: Madam Speaker, there is no disconnect 
between the facts and our performance. 


One need only look at who is in government in Ontario: the poster 
child for a high tax economy that does not create jobs. Ontario used 
to be the engine of the Canadian economy and could be still, if the 
proper policies were put in place. High taxes and the excess 
spending of government funds simply do not work and Ontario 
shows that. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, when the member from Dauphin made reference to hydro, 
it really made me sit up and listen. We in Manitoba have a passion 
for Manitoba hydro because it is a wonderful opportunity for 
economic development. 


This is a billion dollar question, maybe even a bit more than that. I 
wonder if the member could provide any comment on his thoughts 
on east side versus west side for the Bipole III transmission line for 
Manitoba Hydro. 


Mr. Robert Sopuck: Madam Speaker, I share the member's 
concer regarding the choice the Manitoba government has made. 
The Manitoba NDP government chose to build a hydro line along 
the west side of Manitoba that will cost an extra $1 billion to build, 
rather than the shorter east side line. 


The extra distance causes a line loss of enough electricity to power 
25,000 homes, or a community the size of Brandon, Manitoba. That 
represents $1 billion of excess spending by the Manitoba NDP. Year 
after year enough energy to power 25,000 homes will simply go up 
in smoke for nothing. 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, given the member's reputation as a strong environmentalist 
working with corporations to ensure that the environment and 
industry work together, could he comment? 


Mr. Robert Sopuck: Madam Speaker, one of the things that is 
evident, when one looks at environmental indicators around the 
world, is that as a country gets richer the environmental indicators 
get better. There is no trade-off between wealth creation, economic 
growth and environmental quality; they all go hand in hand. 


The Deputy Speaker: It being 5:45 p.m., pursuant to an order 
made earlier today it is my duty to interrupt the proceedings and put 
forthwith every question necessary to dispose of the report stage of 
the bill now before the House. 
© (1745) 


[Translation] 


The question is on Motion No. 1. Is it the pleasure of the House to 
adopt the motion? 


Government Orders 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


Some hon. members: No. 


The Deputy Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will 


please say yea. 


Some hon. members: Yea. 


The Deputy Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay. 


Some hon. members: Nay. 


The Deputy Speaker: In my opinion the nays have it. 


And five or more members having risen: 


The Deputy Speaker: The recorded division on Motion No. 1 


stands deferred. 


[English] 
Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP) moved: 
That Bill C-13 be amended by deleting Clause 181. 
The Deputy Speaker: The question is on Motion No. 2. Is it the 
pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 
Some hon. members: Agreed. 


Some hon. members: No. 


The Deputy Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will 
please say yea. 


Some hon. members: Yea. 

The Deputy Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay. 
Some hon. members: Nay. 

The Deputy Speaker: In my opinion the nays have it. 

And five or more members having risen: 


The Deputy Speaker: The recorded division on the motion stands 
deferred. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP) moved: 


That Bill C-13, in Clause 181, be amended 

(a) by replacing line 23 on page 206 with the following: 

“April 1, 2012 and the eleven following” 

(b) by replacing line 26 on page 206 with the following: 

“April 1, 2016 and the eleven following” 

(c) by replacing line 29 on page 206 with the following: 

“April 1, 2020 and the eleven following” 
Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP) moved: 
That Bill C-13 be amended by deleting Clause 182. 


The Deputy Speaker: The question is on Motion No. 4. Is it the 
pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


Some hon. members: No. 


SLT 


Government Orders 


The Deputy Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will 


please say yea. 


Some hon. members: Yea. 


The Deputy Speaker: 
Some hon. members: 


The Deputy Speaker: 


All those opposed will please say nay. 
Nay. 


In my opinion the nays have it. 


And five or more members having risen: 


The Deputy Speaker: The recorded division on the motion stands 


deferred. 


The House will now proceed to the taking of the deferred recorded 


divisions at report stage of Bill C-13. 


Call in the members. 
@ (1820) 


[Translation] 


The Speaker: The question is on Motion No. 1. 


@ (1830) 
[English] 


(The House divided on Motion No. 1, which was negatived on the 


following division:) 


Allen (Welland) 
Atamanenko 

Bélanger 

Bennett 

Bevington 
Blanchette-Lamothe 
Boulerice 

Brahmi 

Brosseau 

Caron 

Cash 

Chicoine 
Christopherson 
Coderre 

Côté 

Crowder 

Davies (Vancouver Kingsway) 
Dion 

Donnelly 

Dubé 

Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona) 
Easter 

Fortin 

Garneau 
Genest-Jourdain 
Godin 

Groguhé 

Harris (St. John's East) 
Hughes 

Jacob 

Kellway 

Lapointe 

Latendresse 

LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard) 
Marston 

Masse 

May 

McGuinty 

Michaud 


(Division No. 57) 
YEAS 


Members 


Angus 

Aubin 
Bellavance 
Benskin 
Blanchette 
Boivin 
Boutin-Sweet 
Brison 

Byrne 

Casey 
Charlton 
Chow 

Cleary 
Comartin 
Cotler 

Cuzner 

Day 

Dionne Labelle 
Doré Lefebvre 
Duncan (Etobicoke North) 
Dusseault 
Eyking 
Freeman 
Garrison 
Giguere 
Goodale 
Harris (Scarborough Southwest) 
Hsu 

Hyer 

Julian 
Lamoureux 
Larose 
Laverdière 
Mai 

Martin 
Mathyssen 
McCallum 


McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) 
Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) 
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Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord) 
Morin (Laurentides—Labelle) 
Nantel 
Nicholls 
Pacetti 

Patry 
Perreault 
Plamondon 
Rae 
Ravignat 
Regan 
Sandhu 
Scarpaleggia 
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Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine) 
Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot) 
Nash 

Nunez-Melo 

Papillon 

Péclet 

Pilon 

Quach 

Rafferty 

Raynault 

Rousseau 

Savoie 

Sellah 


Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor) 


Sims (Newton—North Delta) 
St-Denis 

Stoffer 

Thibeault 

Tremblay 

Turmel 


Ablonczy 

Adler 

Albas 

Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) 
Ambler 

Anders 

Armstrong 

Aspin 

Benoit 

Bezan 

Block 

Braid 

Brown (Leeds—Grenville) 
Brown (Barrie) 

Butt 

Calkins 

Carmichael 

Chisu 

Clarke 

Daniel 

Dechert 

Devolin 

Duncan (Vancouver Island North) 
Fantino 

Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) 
Fletcher 

Gallant 

Glover 

Goldring 

Gosal 

Grewal 

Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) 
Hiebert 

Hoback 

Holder 

Jean 

Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's) 
Kent 

Komarnicki 

Lake 

Lebel 

Lemieux 

Lizon 

Lukiwski 

MacKay (Central Nova) 
Mayes 

McLeod 

Menzies 

Miller 

Moore (Fundy Royal) 
O'Connor 

Oda 

Opitz 

Payne 

Poilievre 

Raitt 

Rathgeber 

Rempel 

Richardson 


Stewart 

Sullivan 

Toone 

Trudeau 
Valeriote—- — 116 


NAYS 


Members 


Adams 

Aglukkaq 

Albrecht 

Allison 

Ambrose 

Anderson 

Ashfield 

Bateman 

Bernier 

Blaney 

Boughen 

Breitkreuz 

Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) 
Bruinooge 

Calandra 

Cannan 

Carrie 

Chong 

Clement 

Davidson 

Del Mastro 

Dreeshen 

Dykstra 

Fast 

Finley (Haldimand—Norfolk) 
Galipeau 

Gill 

Goguen 

Goodyear 

Gourde 

Harper 

Hayes 

Hillyer 

Hoeppner 

James 

Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) 
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) 
Kerr 

Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) 
Lauzon 

Leef 

Leung 

Lobb 

Lunney 

MacKenzie 

McColeman 

Menegakis 

Merrifield 

Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam) 
Norlock 

O'Neill Gordon 

Oliver 

Paradis 

Penashue 

Preston 

Rajotte 

Reid 

Richards 

Rickford 
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Ritz 

Seeback 

Shipley 

Smith 

Sorenson 
Storseth 

Sweet 

Toet 

Trost 

Truppe 

Uppal 

Van Kesteren 
Vellacott 
Warawa 

Watson 

Sky Country) 
Weston (Saint John) 
Williamson 
Woodworth 
Young (Oakville) 
Zimmer— — 157 


Nil 


The Speaker: | declare Motion No. 1 lost. The next question is on 
Motion No. 2. A negative vote on Motion No. 2 necessitates the 


Schellenberger 
Shea 

Shory 

Sopuck 
Stanton 

Strahl 

Tilson 

Toews 

Trottier 

Tweed 


Valcourt 


Van Loan 
Wallace 
Warkentin 


Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to 


Wilks 
Wong 
Yelich 
Young (Vancouver South) 


PAIRED 


question being put on Motion No. 3. 


@ (1840) 


[Translation] 


(The House divided on Motion No. 2, which was negatived on the 


following division:) 


(Division No. 58) 


Allen (Welland) 

Atamanenko 

Bellavance 

Bevington 
Blanchette-Lamothe 

Boulerice 

Brahmi 

Caron 

Charlton 

Chow 

Cleary 

Côté 

Davies (Vancouver Kingsway) 
Dionne Labelle 

Doré Lefebvre 

Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona) 
Fortin 

Garrison 

Giguère 

Groguhé 

Harris (St. John's East) 

Hyer 

Julian 

Lapointe 

Latendresse 

LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard) 
Marston 

Masse 

May 

Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) 
Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine) 
Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot) 
Nash 

Nunez-Melo 

Patry 

Perreault 

Plamondon 

Rafferty 

Raynault 

Sandhu 

Sellah 


YEAS 


Members 


Angus 

Aubin 

Benskin 
Blanchette 
Boivin 
Boutin-Sweet 
Brosseau 

Cash 

Chicoine 
Christopherson 
Comartin 
Crowder 

Day 

Donnelly 

Dubé 

Dusseault 
Freeman 
Genest-Jourdain 
Godin 

Harris (Scarborough Southwest) 
Hughes 

Jacob 

Kellway 

Larose 
Laverdière 

Mai 

Martin 
Mathyssen 
Michaud 

Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord) 
Morin (Laurentides—Labelle) 
Nantel 

Nicholls 
Papillon 

Péclet 

Pilon 

Quach 
Ravignat 
Rousseau 
Savoie 

Sims (Newton—North Delta) 
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St-Denis 
Stoffer 
Thibeault 
Tremblay 


Ablonczy 

Adler 

Albas 

Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) 
Ambler 

Anders 

Armstrong 

Aspin 

Bélanger 

Benoit 

Bezan 

Block 

Braid 

Brison 

Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) 
Bruinooge 

Byrne 

Calkins 

Carmichael 

Casey 

Chong 

Clement 

Cotler 

Daniel 

Dechert 

Devolin 

Dreeshen 

Duncan (Etobicoke North) 
Easter 

Fantino 

Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) 
Fletcher 

Gallant 

Gill 

Goguen 

Goodale 

Gosal 

Grewal 

Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) 
Hiebert 

Hoback 

Holder 

James 


Kamp (Pitt Mcadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) 


Kenney (Calgary Southeast) 
Kerr 

Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) 
Lamoureux 

Lebel 

Lemieux 

Lizon 

Lukiwski 

MacKay (Central Nova) 
Mayes 

McColeman 


McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) 


Menegakis 
Merrifield 


Government Orders 


Stewart 
Sullivan 

Toone 
Turmel- — 90 


NAYS 


Members 


Adams 
Aglukkaq 
Albrecht 
Allison 
Ambrose 
Anderson 
Ashfield 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bernier 
Blaney 
Boughen 
Breitkreuz 
Brown (Leeds—Grenville) 
Brown (Barrie) 
Butt 
Calandra 
Cannan 
Carrie 
Chisu 
Clarke 
Coderre 
Cuzner 
Davidson 
Del Mastro 
Dion 
Duncan (Vancouver Island North) 
Dykstra 
Eyking 
Fast 

Finley (Haldimand—Norfolk) 
Galipeau 
Garneau 
Glover 
Goldring 
Goodyear 
Gourde 
Harper 
Hayes 
Hillyer 
Hoeppner 
Hsu 

Jean 


Keddy (South Shore—St. Margarct's) 


Kent 
Komarnicki 
Lake 
Lauzon 
Leef 
Leung 
Lobb 
Lunney 
MacKenzie 
McCallum 
McGuinty 
McLeod 
Menzies 
Miller 


Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam) 


Moore (Fundy Royal) 
Norlock 
O'Neill Gordon 
Oliver 

Pacetti 

Payne 
Poilievre 

Rae 

Rajotte 

Regan 

Rempel 
Richardson 
Ritz 
Schellenberger 
Shea 


O'Connor 
Oda 

Opitz 
Paradis 
Penashue 
Preston 
Raitt 
Rathgeber 
Reid 
Richards 
Rickford 
Scarpaleggia 
Seeback 
Shipley 
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Shory Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls —Wind- Dionne Labelle Donnelly 
sor) Doré Lefebvre Dubé 
Smith Sopuck Duncan (Etobicoke North) Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona) 
Sorenson Stanton Dusseault Easter 
Storseth Strahl Eyking Fortin 
Sweet Tilson Freeman Garneau 
Toet Toews Garrison Genest-Jourdain 
Trost Trottier Giguère Godin 
Trudeau Truppe Goodale Groguhé 
Tweed Uppal Harris (Scarborough Southwest) Harris (St. John's East) 
Valcourt Valeriote Hsu Hughes 
Van Kesteren Van Loan Hyer Jacob 
Vellacott Wallace Julian Kellway 
Warawa Warkentin Lamoureux Lapointe 
Watson Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to Larose Latendresse 
Sky Country) Laverdière LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard) 
Weston (Saint John) Wilks Mai Marston 
Williamson Wong Martin Masse 
Woodworth Yelich Mathyssen May 
Young (Oakville) Young (Vancouver South) McCallum McGuinty 
Zimmer- — 183 McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) Michaud 
Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord) 
PAIRED Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine) Morin (Laurentides—Labelle) 
Nil Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot) Nantel 
x: Nash Nicholls 
The Speaker: I declare Motion No. 2 lost. Nunez-Melo Pacetti 
Papillon Patry 
The next question is on Motion No. 3. Péclet Perreault 
Pilon Plamondon 
[English] Quach Rae 
. Rafferty Ravignat 
Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? ei ee 
Rousseau Sandhu 
2 Savoie Scarpaleggia 
Some hon. members: Agreed. Sellah Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor) 
Some hon. members: No. Sims (Newton—North Delta) St-Denis 
Stewart Stoffer 
The Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will please say Sullivan Thibeault 
Toone Tremblay 
yea. Trudeau Turmel 
Valeriote— — 117 
Some hon. members: Yea. 
NAYS 
The Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay. 
Members 
Some hon. members: Nay. Abiones) | mbes 
ep : Adler Aglukkaq 
The Speaker: In my opinion the nays have it. Albas Albrecht 
Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) Allison 
And five or more members having risen: Ambler Ambrose 
Anders Anderson 
@ (1850) Armstrong Ashfield 
Fe Aspin Bateman 
[Translation] Benoit Bernier 
rer ‘ ‘ ; Bezan Blaney 
(The House divided on Motion No. 3, which was negatived on the Block Boughen 
- ro ian Braid Breitkreuz 
following division:) Brown (Leeds—Grenville) Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) 
(Division No. 59) Brown (Barrie) Bruinooge 
Butt Calandra 
Calkins Cannan 
YEAS Carmichael Carrie 
Members Chisu Chong 
Clarke Clement 
Allen (Welland) Angus Daniel Davidson 
Atamanenko Aubin Dechert Del Mastro 
Bélanger Bellavance Devolin Dreeshen 
Bennett Benskin Duncan (Vancouver Island North) Dykstra 
Bevington Blanchette Fantino Fast 
Blanchette-Lamothe Boivin Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) Finley (Haldimand—Norfolk) 
Borg Boulerice Fletcher Galipeau 
Boutin-Sweet Brahmi Gallant Gill 
Brison Brosseau Glover Goguen 
Byme Caron Goldring Goodyear 
Casey Cash Gosal Gourde 
Charlton Chicoine Grewal Harper 
Chow Christopherson Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) Hayes 
Cleary Coderre Hiebert Hillyer 
Comartin Côté Hoback Hoeppner 
Cotler Crowder Holder James 
Cuzner Davies (Vancouver Kingsway) Jean Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) 
Day Dion Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's) Kenney (Calgary Southeast) 
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Kent Kerr Hughes Hyer 
Komarnicki Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) Jacob Julian 
Lake Lauzon Kellway Lapointe 
Lebel Leef Larose Latendresse 
Lemieux Leung Laverdiére LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard) 
Lizon Lobb Mai Marston 
Lukiwski Lunney Martin Masse 
MacKay (Central Nova) MacKenzie Mathyssen May 
Mayes McColeman Michaud Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) 
McLeod Menegakis Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord) Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine) 
Menzies Merrifield Morin (Laurentides—Labelle) Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot) 
Miller Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam) Nantel Nash 
Moore (Fundy Royal) Norlock à Nicholls Nunez-Melo 
O'Connor O'Neill Gordon Papillon Patry 
Oda Oliver Péclet Perreault 
Opitz Paradis Pilon Plamondon 
Payne Penashue Quach Rafferty 
Poilievre Preston Ravignat Raynault 
Raitt Rajotte Rousseau Sandhu 
Rathgeber Reid ce Savoie Sellah 
Rempel Richards Sims (Newton—North Delta) St-Denis 
Richardson Rickford Stewart Stoffer 
Ritz Schellenberger Sullivan Thibeault 
Seeback Shea Toone Tremblay 
Shipley Shory Turmel- — 91 
Smith Sopuck 
Sorenson Stanton NAYS 
Storseth Strahl 
Sweet Tilson Members 
Toet Toews 
Trost Trottier Ablonezy Adams 
Truppe Tweed Adler Aglukkaq 
Uppal Walenur Albas ss Albrecht 
Wan Kestcren None Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) Allison 
Vellacott Wallace Ambler Ambrose 
Warawa Warkentin - LES Baderson 
Watson Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to BARON Ashfield 
Sky Country) Aspin Bateman 
Weston (Saint John) Wilks Bélanger Bennett 
Williamson Wong a pene: 
Woodworth Yelich pee Bigney 
Young (Oakville) Young (Vancouver South) Bees Boughen 
Dime AS 7 Braid Breitkreuz 
Brison Brown (Leeds—Grenville) 
Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) Brown (Barrie) 
; PAIRED Bruinooge Butt 
Nil Byrne Calandra 
The Speaker: I declare Motion No. 3 lost. eee Spee 
armichael Carrie 
: 8 5 Case Chisu 
The next question is on Motion No. 4. re Clarke 
Clement Coderre 
© (1900) Cotler Cuzner 
te s : 2 Daniel Davidson 
(The House divided on Motion No. 4, which was negatived on the  bechert Del Mastro 
following division:) Devolin Dion 
Dreeshen Duncan (Vancouver Island North) 
(Division No. 60) Duncan (Etobicoke North) Dykstra 
Easter Eyking 
Fantino Fast 
YEAS Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) Finley (Haldimand—Norfolk) 
Members Fletcher Galipeau 
Gallant Garneau 
Allen (Welland) Angus Gill Glover 
Atamanenko Aubin Goguen Goldring 
Bellavance Benskin Goodale Goodyear 
Bevington Blanchette Gosal Gourde 
Blanchette-Lamothe Boivin Grewal Harper 
Borg Boulerice Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) Hayes 
Boutin-Sweet Brahmi Hiebert Hillyer 
Brosseau Caron Hoback Hoeppner 
Cash Charlton Holder Hsu 
Chicoine Chow James Jean 
Christopherson Cleary Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's) 
Comartin Côté Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Kent 
Crowder Davies (Vancouver Kingsway) Kerr Komarnicki 
Day Dionne Labelle Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) Lake 
Donnelly Doré Lefebvre Lamoureux Lauzon 
Dubé Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona) Lebel Leef 
Dusseault Fortin Lemieux Leung 
Freeman Garrison Lizon Lobb 
Genest-Jourdain Giguère Lukiwski Lunney 
Godin Groguhé MacKay (Central Nova) MacKenzie 
Harris (Scarborough Southwest) Harris (St. John's East) Mayes McCallum 
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McColeman McGuinty (Division No. 61) 
McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) McLeod 
Menegakis Menzies YEAS 
Merrifield Miller 
Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam) Members 
Moore (Fundy Royal) 
eck oc Ablonczy Adams 
ee oe eee Adler Aglukkaq 
O Neill Gordon Oda ADS Albrecht 
Oliver Opitz Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) Allison 
Pacetti Paradis Ambler Ambrose 
Payne Penashue Anders Anderson 
Poilievre Preston Armstrong Ashfield 
Rae Raitt Aspin Bateman 
Rajotte Rathgeber Benoit Bernier 
Regan Reid ae ste 
2 oc oughen 
eae oe Braid Breitkreuz 
va Hits Sa : Brown (Leeds—Grenville) Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) 
Ritz Scarpaleggia Brown (Barrie) Bruinooge 
Schellenberger Seeback Butt Galandra 
Shea Shipley Calkins Cannan 
Shory Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- Carmichael Carrie 
sor) Chisu Chong 
Smith Sopuck Clarke Clement 
Sorenson Stanton Daniel Davidson 
Storseth Strahl Dechert Del Mastro 
Sweet Tilson Devolin Dreeshen 
Toet rose Duncan (Vancouver Island North) Dykstra 
Trost Trottier Fantino Fast 
ae Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) Finley (Haldimand—Norfolk) 
Truppe Tweed Fletcher Galipeau 
Uppal Valcourt Gallant Gill 
Valeriote Van Kesteren Glover Goguen 
Van Loan Vellacott Goldring Goodyear 
Wallace Warawa Gosal Gourde 
Warkentin Watson Grewal Harper 
Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to Sky Country) Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) Hayes 
Weston (Saint John) Hiebert Hillyer 
Wilks Williamson Hoback Hoeppner 
Wong Woodworth Holder James 2 : mn. 
; : Jean Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) 
Yelich Young (Oakville) s 5 
ma Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's) Kenney (Calgary Southeast) 
Young (Vancouver South) Zimmer— — 182 
Kent Kerr 
Komarnicki Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) 
PAIRED Lake Lauzon 
Nil Lebel Leef 
; Lemieux Leung 
The Speaker: I declare Motion No. 4 lost. Lizon Lobb 
Lukiwski Lunney 
MacKay (Central Nova) MacKenzie 
, Mayes McColeman 
[English] McLeod Menegakis 
CES : Menzies Merrifield 
Hon. Peter Van Loan (for the Minister of Finance) moved that 4, Moëte (Port MB MO EE Cd) 
the bill be concurred in. Moore (Fundy Royal) Norlock 
: O'Connor O'Neill Gordon 
The Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion?  oda Oliver 
Opitz Paradis 
Some hon. members: Agreed. Eevee Renastue 
Poilievre Preston 
Raitt Rajotte 
Some hon. members: No. Raibigeber Reid 
Rempel Richards 
The Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will please say Richardson Rickford 
ea Ritz Schellenberger 
yea. Seeback Shea 
Shipley Shory 
Some hon. members: Yea. Smith Sopuck 
Sorenson Stanton 
The Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay. Storseth Strahl 
Sweet Tilson 
z Toet Toews 
Some hon. members: Nay. mice sets 
ay | t Truppe Tweed 
The Speaker: In my opinion the yeas have it. Uppal Valcourt 
Van Kesteren Van Loan 
And five or more members having risen: ns Re 
» Warawa Warkentin 
@ (1905) Watson Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to 
Sky Country) 
<7 : : Weston (Saint Joh ilk: 
(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the 2S aa om oa 
following division:) Woodworth Yelich 
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Young (Oakville) 
Zimmer- — 157 


Allen (Welland) 

Atamanenko 

Bélanger 

Bennett 

Bevington 
Blanchette-Lamothe 

Borg 

Boutin-Sweet 

Brison 

Byme 

Casey 

Charlton 

Chow 

Cleary 

Comartin 

Cotler 

Cuzner 

Day 

Dionne Labelle 

Doré Lefebvre 

Duncan (Etobicoke North) 
Dusseault 

Eyking 

Freeman 

Garrison 

Giguère 

Goodale 

Harris (Scarborough Southwest) 
Hsu 

Hyer 

Julian 

Lamoureux 

Larose 

Laverdière 

Mai 

Martin 

Mathyssen 

McCallum 

McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) 
Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) 
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PAIRED 


The Speaker: I declare the motion carried. 


I wish to inform the House that because of the delay, there will be 


no private members' hour today. 


[Translation] 


Therefore, the order is deferred to a future sitting. 


Adjournment Proceedings 


ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS 


A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed 
to have been moved. 


@ (1910) 
[Translation] 
GASOLINE PRICES 


Mr. Tarik Brahmi (Saint-Jean, NDP): Mr. Speaker, in June, I 
asked the Minister of Industry to explain the measures being taken 
by the government to ensure that Canadian families across the board 
are not being fleeced by fluctuating gas prices. At the time, the 
minister told me he had referred the issue of fluctuating gas prices to 
the Standing Committee on Industry, Science and Technology. 
Indeed, the committee agreed to study the matter, but, as the hon. 
member for Windsor West pointed out at the time, similar studies 
had already been done. 


Ongoing analysis is certainly useful, but when the results do not 
translate into any measures for Canadians, then it is clear that the 
government is using delay tactics instead of taking concrete 
measures, such as those advocated by the NDP for Canadian 
families. 


These are harsh economic times. Families are finding it 
increasingly difficult to make ends meet, and thousands of jobs are 
being lost in Canada every day. The rising cost of living is hitting 
families harder all the time, and they are struggling to cope. 


Unfortunately, this country does not have a national public transit 
strategy and communities are being underserved. For example, in my 
riding of Saint-Jean, we are completely dependent on cars and 
therefore on the price of gasoline. The same goes for most 
Canadians. Gasoline is not a luxury item. It is a necessity for 
getting to work and even for looking for work. This government 
keeps telling us over and over again that it was elected to create jobs, 
but in the meantime, it is doing nothing to make life easier for job 
seekers, the unemployed and workers. 


We have an oil industry with very few players, and families have 
to endure fluctuations that have less to do with supply and demand 
and more to do with pure speculation. In the end, the oil companies 
are getting richer and families are getting poorer. 


[English] 


There is a serious impact on the Canadian economy, and just one 
example is the effect on Canadian tourism. 


Let me tell the House a story. Just this morning my office heard 
from a woman who would soon be retiring and after many years of 
dedicated work, she looked forward to travelling in her RV. She has 
chosen to travel in the United States rather than in Canada because 
gas prices are simply too high in Canada. 


Many Canadian families are being confronted with the reality of 
paying much more for gas in Canada. They choose to travel south 
rather than right here at home. 


At a time when we want to boost our economy, inaction on this 
issue is not only unwise, but it is unfair when so many Canadian 
families are struggling. 


3178 


COMMONS DEBATES 


November 16, 2011 


Adjournment Proceedings 


[Translation] 


Canadians have no choice but to live with random fluctuations 
and steady increases in the price of gas. We are left to wonder who in 
this government is doing anything to protect consumers. 


It is time to act. It is time for this government to take immediate 


action. 


Canadians want answers and they want action. What concrete 
measures will the government take to protect consumers from 
fluctuating gas prices? 


[English] 

Mr. Mike Lake (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Industry, CPC): Madam Speaker, I would like to remind all hon. 
members of the House that this government is committed to taking 


action to ensure Canadian businesses and consumers prosper in a 
competitive and innovative marketplace. 


The Commissioner of Competition has considerable powers to 
investigate the actions of all businesses and individuals when there is 
evidence that there may have been a violation of Canada's 
competition laws. These powers were strengthened by recent 
amendments to the Competition Act, providing the commissioner 
additional powers to attack cartel behaviour that is the most harmful 
to competition. 


With regard to the petroleum industry, it is clear that when the 
Competition Bureau finds evidence of behaviour that violates the 
Competition Act, it has not hesitated to fully pursue the appropriate 
enforcement action allowed under the act to protect competition and 
consumers. 


For instance, in 2008, and again in 2010, following an 
investigation by the Competition Bureau, charges were laid under 
the Competition Act against 38 individuals and 14 companies 
accused of fixing the price of gas at the pump in four markets in 
Quebec. As a result, to date, 13 individuals and 6 companies have 
pleaded guilty in this case, with fines totalling over $2.8 million. Six 


of these individuals have been sentenced to terms of imprisonment ~ 


totalling 54 months. 


I would also remind the House that the Standing Committee on 
Industry, Science and Technology has repeatedly reviewed trends in 
gasoline prices in Canada. 


A recommendation from a previous report of the Standing 
Committee on Industry, Science and Technology concerning gaso- 
line prices in Canada was that the Government of Canada create and 
fund a petroleum monitoring agency to collect and disseminate price 
data on crude oil, refined petroleum products and retail gasoline for 
all relevant North American markets. 


Since that time, our government has been proactive in providing 
Canadians with information on gas prices and industry trends. In that 
regard, I would refer the hon. member and all Canadians to the 
energy sector of Natural Resources Canada, which acts as the lead on 
energy policy for the Government of Canada. It produces Fuel 
Focus, a report providing Canadians with valuable information on a 
regular basis regarding various aspects of the gasoline market in 
Canada and the economic factors influencing prices. 


The report, released every second Friday, provides an overview of 
gasoline prices in selected Canadian cities, a comparison of gasoline 
prices between selected Canadian and competing American centres, 
trends in refining and marketing margins and costs and an overview 
of events influencing world crude oil prices. The report also provides 
insight into other related topics to help better understand gasoline 
markets, including consumer-related information to help reduce 
energy costs. 


Through Natural Resources Canada's energy sector, the govern- 
ment has taken action to assist Canadian consumers in understanding 
what is taking place in this complex market. In addition, the 
Competition Bureau, through the principled enforcement of the 
Competition Act, continues to guard against anti-competitive activity 
in this and other sectors of the Canadian economy. — 


This government has also acted to ensure that Canadians get what 
they pay for at the pump. We passed the Fairness at the Pumps Act, 
which will protect consumers from inaccuracies at the pump. This 
government has acted and we will continue to act in the best interests 
of Canadians. 


@ (1915) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Tarik Brahmi: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague across 
the floor for his answers, which are definitely concrete, but 
practically speaking, simply providing consumers with information 
regarding the state of price increases does not solve the problem. Just 
because the government produces reports on margins and fluctuating - 
prices and gives that information to Canadians.does not change the 
fact that some price fluctuations are unjustified. Canadians expect 
the government to take specific action in order to gain some sort of 
control over those fluctuations, and not simply that it give them 
information. 


When will this government finally take action that produces 
results instead of simply giving information? 


[English] 


Mr. Mike Lake: Madam Speaker, I find the NDP position on this 
file a bit contradictory. Both the NDP and Liberals opposed the GST 
tax cut, the decrease from 7% to 6% to 5%, which helps to keep 
Canadians' money where it belongs, in their own pocket. It is also 
interesting that the hon. member wants to talk about high prices 
when he knows that his own party's policies would impose a costly 
carbon tax on Canadians that would see gas prices skyrocket. Jack 
Mintz, a respected economist, has stated that the NDP's plan would 
result in a 10¢ hike in gas prices. 


In addition, the government has already taken action to protect 
consumers by recently passing the Fairness at the Pumps Act. The 
act protects consumers from inaccurate measurements when buying 
gasoline and will ensure that consumers get what they pay for. 
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Moreover, as we have seen with the charges laid in Quebec in 
2008 and 2010, when the Competition Bureau finds evidence of 
behaviour that violates the Competition Act, it does not hesitate to 
take law enforcement action to protect competition and consumers. 


Clearly, the government recognizes the importance of this issue to 
Canadians and is committed to ensuring a strong, independently 
enforced legislative framework exists to guard against anti- 
competitive behaviour. These are concrete measures that we are 
very proud of over here. 


© (1920) 
[Translation] 


The Deputy Speaker: Since the hon. member for Ottawa— 
Vanier is not present in the House to raise a question during the 
adjournment debate, his notice is deemed to have been withdrawn 


The hon. member for Terrebonne—Blainville. 
POVERTY 


Ms. Charmaine Borg (Terrebonne—Blainville, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, on October 18, I rose in the House to talk about the problem 
of growing poverty in the suburbs of Canadian cities, particularly in 
Quebec. More specifically, I rose to ask the Conservative 
government's Minister of Human Resources and Skills Development 
a very simple question: When will the government bring forward a 
real plan to fight poverty? 


This issue is particularly close to my heart because I am proud to 
represent the suburban communities of Terrebonne and Blainville. 
What I have seen in my riding is both encouraging and discouraging. 
I am pleased to see the daily dedication of the many community 
organizations that, with limited resources and funds, provide 
essential services to people affected by poverty. However, I am 
discouraged when I hear the increasing number of stories about good 
citizens sucked down into: poverty and when I see that these heroic 
community organizations do not have the resources or the time to 
serve everyone effectively. Of course, the minister chose to avoid 
answering my question and defended the government's introduction 
of job training programs during the recession and the 2% cut to the 
GST. 


That response was both evasive and inadequate. It was evasive 
because lowering the GST is not an anti-poverty strategy since it 
helps only the wealthiest people. It was inadequate because, 
although these skills training programs are important, they do not 
constitute an intelligent policy to fight poverty. They are not a long- 
term strategy to combat poverty with measurable objectives and they 
do not include a plan to coordinate initiatives among all departments 
or to implement accountability mechanisms. The proof is in the 
numbers. 


Let us talk about the numbers. Today, the use of food banks has 
gone up by 26% since 2008. The unemployment rate remains at 
7.3%, and has gone down only slightly since the recession. There are 
136,000 fewer jobs for people between the ages of 15 and 24 than 
there were before the recession. Only 50% of Canadians experienced 
any true increase in their income over the past 30 years, while the 
income of the richest 0.1% of Canadians tripled. The average 
household debt to income ratio is now over 150% and the poorest 
Canadians are the primary victims of such debt. 
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We also know that housing prices and rents have risen 
dramatically across Canada, especially in downtown areas. There- 
fore, it is not surprising that pockets of poverty are becoming more 
common in the suburbs, where low-income families can find slightly 
less expensive housing. However, they still cannot make ends meet. 
A study conducted by the Vieille-Capitale health and social service 
centre reported this trend in Quebec City. 


What are the effects of such growing inequality and increasing 
poverty? Scientific research has concluded that there is a direct link 
between income disparity and poor mental and physical health, 
addiction, poor school performance and increased crime. Faced with 
this compelling evidence and the complete failure of this government 
to bring forward a plan to tackle increasing poverty and inequality, 
the minister had no choice but to avoid my question. 


[English] 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, I am pleased that the member for Terrebonne— 
Blainville has given me this opportunity to explain our government's 
recovery plan. 


I could not help but notice the difference between our party and 
theirs. She talks about more meetings, discussions and debates; we 
actually prefer action, and that is what we have done. 


The Canadian economy is emerging from one of the worst 
economic crises that we have seen since the Great Depression. It is 
obvious that Canada's recovery is the strongest among all the G7 
countries. In other words, the targeted measures in the first phase of 
our economic action plan are working, and we are on the right road. 


That is not to say that the economic problems other countries are 
facing will not have repercussions on our own economy. The 
recovery is still fragile. 


The best protection against poverty is a strong economy, not more 
meetings and more discussion, and the best guarantee of a strong 
economy is job creation. That is why jobs and the economy are 
going to continue to be our priority. 


We want the best for our fellow Canadians. We are investing in 
programs to promote growth and create jobs, programs such as the 
one-time hiring credit for small business. 


We are investing in programs for Canadian families. We provide 
over $14 billion per year in benefits for families with children. 


We are investing in programs for caregivers. For example, we 
estimate that more than 500,000 caregivers will benefit from the 
family caregiver tax credit. 


We are investing in programs for the working poor. We provide 
over $1 billion per year in the working income tax benefit, which 
helps to ensure that low-income Canadians are financially better off 
when they get a job. . 
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We are investing in programs for our seniors, who have worked 
hard to build our country. For example, budget 2011 increased the 
guarantee income supplement for seniors who have little or no 
income, and that will benefit more than 680,000 seniors. 


We are investing in programs for Canadian workers who have 
been laid off with measures such as the targeted initiative for older 
workers, which has helped close to 16,000 people. 


We are investing in programs that promote education and skills 
training, because those are the key to economic independence and 
prosperity for everyone. 


We are looking for ways to harmonize these investments with 
balanced budgets, yet without imposing a tax hike on hard-working 
Canadians. 


The unfortunate thing is that the member opposite and her party 
have opposed virtually every one of these initiatives. 


@ (1925) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Charmaine Borg: Madam Speaker, we have voted against 
them because tax credits are of absolutely no help to people who 
have no income. These are people who are living on the streets, who 
cannot work, who cannot find jobs. 


I am sorry, but this plan does not work; just look at the 76,000 
jobs that were lost in a month. They do not have a plan, but they do 
not want to admit it. The government's obsession with tax credits and 
reductions does nothing for low-income Canadians because these 
people do not pay taxes. The government's tax reduction program for 
big business has done nothing to reduce the unemployment rate or 
improve the quality of jobs. What is more, this government has not 
invested any new money in social housing to improve social and 
urban diversity and reduce the tax burden. 


I am proud to be part of the NDP, which introduced real plans to 
fight poverty during the last Parliament, such as Bill C-545 and Bill 
C-304. 


[English] 
Mr. David Anderson: Madam Speaker, Canadians gave us a 
clear, strong mandate. 


They want us to respect the money they make and they want us to 
respect the money that we receive in taxes. They want us to spend it 
very wisely. 


The best way to fight poverty is to get Canadians working. Our 
government is doing that: 656,000 new jobs have been created since 
July 2009. 


Our government is reaching out to help families right across the 
country, especially those in need. That is one of the reasons we 
introduced measures such as the universal child care benefit. As 
well, we have increased the national child benefit. 


Every action that we take is to help Canadians and their families 
become independent and help them contribute to the economy and 
the community. 


It is unfortunate that the NDP seems to want people to be 
dependent on government rather than independent from it. Sadly the 
NDP, as I have pointed out, has voted against every one of those 
initiatives that we have brought in to help the most vulnerable 
families. 


[Translation] 


The Deputy Speaker: The motion to adjourn the House is now 
deemed to have been adopted. Accordingly this House stands 
adjourned until tomorrow at 10 a.m., pursuant to Standing Order 
24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 7:29 p.m.) 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Thursday, November 17, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. 


Prayers 


© (1005) 
[English] 


PRIVACY COMMISSIONER 


The Speaker: I have the honour to lay upon the table the report of 
the Privacy Commissioner concerning the Privacy Act for the fiscal 
year ended March 31, 2011. 


| Translation | 


Pursuant to Standing Order 108(3)(A), this document is deemed 
permanently referred to the Standing Committee on Access to 
Information, Privacy and Ethics. 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 
[Translation] 


GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE REPORTS 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, on behalf of 95 departments 
and agencies, I have the honour to table, in both official language, 
the departmental performance reports for the 2010-11 fiscal year and 
their companion piece, entitled “Canada's Performance 2010-11”. 


[English | 


I invite members to access the performance report at tbs-sct.gc.ca/ 
dpr-rmr. 


I also ask members to think about the benefits of using electronic 
reports versus the usual thousands of printed pages that have been 
distributed in previous years. Indeed, for the first time, the great 
majority of these DPRs are on memory sticks, thus saving the cost of 
printing three million pages. I have the honour of doing this for the 
first time in this Parliament. 


nt hoe eg 
[Translation] 


VETERANS OMBUDSMAN 


Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I have the honour to table this morning, in both official 


languages, the Veterans Ombudsman's report, entitled “One Veteran: 
A Matter of Fairness”. 


[English] 
POOLED REGISTERED PENSION PLANS ACT 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (for the Minister of Finance) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-25, An Act relating to pooled registered 
pension plans and making related amendments to other Acts. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


eK *e* 


CORRECTIONS AND CONDITIONAL RELEASE ACT 


Mr. Guy Lauzon (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry, 
CPC) moved for leave to introduce Bill C-350, An Act to amend 
the Corrections and Conditional Release Act (accountability of 
offenders). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to introduce an amendment to 
the Corrections and Conditional Release Act. The amendment would 
ensure that any monetary amount awarded to an offender, pursuant 
to legal action or proceeding, would be paid to victims and other 
designated beneficiaries. 


The amendment would ensure victims of crimes came first and 
criminals would not profit from crimes. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


* k * 


PETITIONS 
THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to present two petitions this morning. 


The first one is with regard to the atmospheric ozone layer, which 
is critical to life on Earth through its regulation of ultraviolet 
radiation from the sun. 
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The ninth meeting of the parties to the Vienna Convention for the 
Protection of the Ozone Layer is being held next week, in Bali. 
Canada's commitments to ozone monitoring and science under the 
convention and the government's commitment will no doubt be 
questioned. 


The petitioners call upon the Minister of the Environment to 
develop a plan to ensure the integrity of the ozone monitoring 
program and commission a report to assess the adequacy of 
Canadian contributions to the global observing system for climate in 
support of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change. 


@ (1010) 
MULTIPLE SCLEROSIS 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Iam 
also pleased to present a petition regarding chronic cerebrospinal 
venous insufficiency, or CCSVI. 


Fifteen thousand procedures have now been performed in 60 
countries. Patients report reduced brain fog and fatigue, and 
improved circulation and motor skills, as demonstrated through 
improved EDSS scores. Dr. Mehta studied 150 consecutive MS 
patients who showed more than a 25% increase in quality of life 
scores a year after the procedure. 


The petitioners are calling for the Minister of Health to consult 
experts actively engaged in diagnosis and treatment of CCSVI to 
undertake phase III clinical trials on an urgent basis in multiple 
centres across Canada and to require follow-up care. 


*** 


QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR RETURNS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, if 
Questions Nos. 167, 170, 171 and 172 could be made orders for 
returns, these returns would be tabled immediately. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
[Text] 
Question No. 167—Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe: 


With regard to Human Resources and Skills Development Canada funding in the 
riding of Pierrefonds —Dollard for the last five fiscal years: (a) what is the total 
amount of spending by (i) year, (ii) program; and (b) what is the amount of each 
spending item by (i) Technical Assistance and Foreign-Based Cooperative Activities 
(International Trade and Labour Program), (ii) Skills Link (Youth Employment 
Strategy), (i11) Consultation and Partnership-Building and Canadian-Based Coopera- 
tive Activities (International Trade and Labour Program), (iv) Canada Summer Jobs 
(Youth Employment Strategy), (v) Children and Families (Social Development 
Partnerships Program), (vi) Labour Market Development Agreements, (vii) Labour 
Market Agreements, (viii) Labour Market Agreements for Persons with Disabilities, 
(ix) Enabling Fund for Official Language Minority Communities, (x) Opportunities 
Fund for Persons with Disabilities, (xi) Aboriginal Skills and Training Strategic 
Investment, (xii) Enabling Accessibility Fund, (xiii) Skills and Partnership Fund— 
Aboriginal, (xiv) Targeted Initiative for Older Workers, (xv) International Academic 
Mobility Initiative—Canada-European Union Program for Co-operation in Higher 
Education, Training and Youth, (xvi) International Academic Mobility Initiative— 
Program for North American Mobility in Higher Education, (xvii) Surplus Federal 
Real Property for Homelessness Initiative, (xviii) International Labour Institutions in 
which Canada Participates (International Trade and Labour Program), (xix) Labour 
Mobility, (xx) New Horizons for Seniors, (xxi) Career Focus (Youth Employment 
Strategy), (xxii) Fire Safety Organizations, (xxiii) Organizations that Write 


Occupational Health and Safety Standards, (xxiv) Social Development Partnerships 
Program—Disability, (xxv) Foreign Credential Recognition Program Loans (pilot 
project), (xxvi) Fire Prevention Canada, (xxvii) Adult Learning, Literacy and 
Essential Skills Program, (xxviii) Canada-European Union Program for Co-operation 
in Higher Education, Training and Youth (International Academic Mobility 
Initiative), (xxix) Labour-Management Partnerships Program, (xxx) Social Devel- 
opment Partnerships Program—Children and Families, (xxxi) Social Development 
Partnerships Program—Disability, (xxxii) Foreign Credential Recognition Program, 
(xxxiii) International Trade and Labour Program—Technical Assistance and Foreign- 
Based Cooperative Activities, (xxxiv) International Trade and Labour Program— 
Consultation and Partnership-Building and Canadian-Based Cooperative Activities, 
(xxxv) International Trade and Labour Program—International Labour Institutions in 
which Canada Participates, (xxxvi) Sector Council Program, (xxxvii) Federal Public 
Sector Youth Internship Program (Youth Employment Strategy), (xxxviii) Aboriginal 
Skills and Employment Partnership Program, (xxxix) Employment Programs— 
Career Development Services Research, (xl) Career Development Services Research 
(Employment Programs), (xli) Occupational Health and Safety, (xli) Youth 
Awareness, (xliii) Aboriginal Skills and Employment Training Strategy, (xliv) 
Homelessness Partnering Strategy, (xlv) Youth Employment Strategy—Skills Link, 
(xlvi) Youth Employment Strategy—Canada Summer Jobs, (xlvii) Youth Employ- 
ment Strategy—Career Focus, (xlviii) Youth Employment Strategy—Federal Public 
Sector Youth Internship Program, (xlix) Apprenticeship Completion Grant, (I) 
Apprenticeship Incentive Grant, (li) Work-Sharing, (Iii) Small Project Component 
(Enabling Accessibility Fund)? 


(Return tabled) 
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Question No. 170—Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: 


With regard to Human Resources and Skills Development Canada funding in the 
riding of Beauséjour for the last five fiscal years: (a) what is the total amount of 
spending by (1) year, (11) program; and (4) what is the amount of each spending item 
by (i) Technical Assistance and Foreign-Based Cooperative Activities (International 
Trade and Labour Program), (ii) Skills Link (Youth Employment Strategy), (iii) 
Consultation and Partnership-Building and Canadian-Based Cooperative Activities 
(International Trade and Labour Program), (iv) Canada Summer Jobs (Youth 
Employment Strategy), (v) Children and Families (Social Development Partnerships 
Program), (vi) Labour Market Development Agreements, (vii) Labour Market 
Agreements, (viii) Labour Market Agreements for Persons with Disabilities, (ix) 
Enabling Fund for Official Language Minority Communities, (x) Opportunities Fund 
for Persons with Disabilities, (xi) Aboriginal Skills and Training Strategic 
Investment, (x11) Enabling Accessibility Fund, (xiii) Skills and Partnership Fund— 
Aboriginal, (xiv) Targeted Initiative for Older Workers, (xv) International Academic 
Mobility Initiative—Canada-European Union Program for Co-operation in Higher 
Education, Training and Youth, (xvi) International Academic Mobility Initiative— 
Program for North American Mobility in Higher Education, (xvii) Surplus Federal 
Real Property for Homelessness Initiative, (xviii) International Labour Institutions in 
which Canada Participates (International Trade and Labour Program), (xix) Labour 
Mobility, (xx) New Horizons for Seniors, (xxi) Career Focus (Youth Employment 
Strategy), (xxii) Fire Safety Organizations, (xxiii) Organizations that Write 
Occupational Health and Safety Standards, (xxiv) Social Development Partnerships 
Program—Disability, (xxv) Foreign Credential Recognition Program Loans (pilot 
project), (xxvi) Fire Prevention Canada, (xxvii) Adult Learning, Literacy and 
Essential Skills Program, (xxviii) Canada-European Union Program for Co-operation 
in Higher Education, Training and Youth (International Academic Mobility 
Initiative), (xxix) Labour-Management Partnerships Program, (xxx) Social Devel- 
opment Partnerships Program—Children and Families, (xxxi) Social Development 
Partnerships Program—Disability, (xxxii) Foreign Credential Recognition Program, 
(xxxiil) International Trade and Labour Program—Technical Assistance and Foreign- 
Based Cooperative Activities, (xxxiv) International Trade and Labour Program— 
Consultation and Partnership-Building and Canadian-Based Cooperative Activities, 
(xxxv) International Trade and Labour Program—Interational Labour Institutions in 
which Canada Participates, (xxxvi) Sector Council Program, (xxxvii) Federal Public 
Sector Youth Internship Program (Youth Employment Strategy), (xxxviii) Aboriginal 
Skills and Employment Partnership Program, (xxxix) Employment Programs— 
Career Development Services Research, (xl) Career Development Services Research 
(Employment Programs), (xli) Occupational Health and Safety, (xlii) Youth 
Awareness, (xlii) Aboriginal Skills and Employment Training Strategy, (xliv) 
Homelessness Partnering Strategy, (xlv) Youth Employment Strategy—Skills Link, 
(xlvi) Youth Employment Strategy—Canada Summer Jobs, (xlvii) Youth Employ- 
ment Strategy—Career Focus, (xlviii) Youth Employment Strategy—Federal Public 
Sector Youth Internship Program, (xlix) Apprenticeship Completion Grant, (1) 
Apprenticeship Incentive Grant, (li) Work-Sharing, (lii) Small Project Component 
(Enabling Accessibility Fund)? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 171—Mr. Andrew Cash: 


With regard to Human Resources and Skills Development Canada funding in the 
riding of Davenport for the last five fiscal years: (a) what is the total amount of 
spending by (1) year, (ii) program; and (6) what is the amount of each spending item 
by (i) Aboriginal Skills and Employment Partnership (ASEP), (ii) Aboriginal Skills 
and Employment Training Strategy, (ii) Aboriginal Skills and Training Strategic 
Investment Fund, (iv) Adult Learning Literacy and Essential Skills Program, (v) 
Apprenticeship Completion Grant, (vi) Apprenticeship Incentive Grant, (vii) Career 
Development Services Research (Employment Programs), (viii) Canada—European 
Union Program for Cooperation in Higher Education, Training and Youth 
(International Academic Mobility Program), (ix) Canada Summer Jobs (Youth 
Employment Strategy Program), (x) Career Focus (Youth Employment Strategy 
Program), (xi) Children and Families (Social Development Partnerships Program), 
(xii) Contributions for Consultation and Partnership-Building and Canadian-Based 
Cooperative Activities (International Trade and Labour Program), (xiii) Disability 
Component (Social Development Partnerships Program), (xiv) Employment 
Programs—Career Development Services Research, (xv) Enabling Accessibility 
Fund, (xvi) Enabling Fund for Official Language Minority Communities, (xvii) 
Federal Public Service Youth Internship Program (Youth Employment Strategy 
Program), (xviii) Fire Prevention Grants, (xix) Fire Safety Organizations, (xx) 
Foreign Credential Recognition Program, (xxi) Homelessness Partnering Strategy, 
(xxii) International Academic Mobility—Canada—European Union Program for 
Cooperation in Higher Education, Training and Youth, (xxii) International Academic 
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Mobility—North American Mobility in Higher Education, (xxiv) International 
Labour Institutions in which Canada Participates Grants (International Trade and 
Labour Program), (xxv) International Trade and Labour Program (ITLP) Contribu- 
tions for Consultation and Partnership-Building and Canadian-Based Cooperative 
Activities, (xxvi) International Trade and Labour Program (ITLP) Grants for 
Technical Assistance and Foreign-Based Cooperative Activities, (xxvii) International 
Trade and Labour Program (ITLP) International Labour Institutions in which Canada 
Participates Grants, (xxviii) Labour-Management Partnership Program, (xxix) 
Labour Market Agreements, (xxx) Labour Market Agreements for Persons with 
Disabilities, (xxxi) Labour Market Development Agreements, (xxx1i) Labour 
Mobility, (xxxii) New Horizons for Seniors Program, (xxxiv) Occupational Health 
and Safety, (xxxv) Opportunities Fund for Persons with Disabilities, (xxxvi) 
Organizations that Write Occupational Health and Safety Standards, (xxxvii) Sector 
Council Program, (xxxviii) Skills and. Partnership Fund—Aboriginal, (xxxix) Skills 
Link (Youth Employment Strategy Program), (xl) Small Project Component 
(Enabling Accessibility Fund), (xli) Social Development Partnerships Program— 
Children and Families, (xlii) Social Development Partnerships Program—Disability 
Component, (xiii) Surplus Federal Real Property for Homelessness Initiative, (xliv) 
Targeted Initiative for Older Workers, (xlv) Technical Assistance and Foreign-Based 
Cooperative Activities Grants (International Trade and Labour Program), (xlvi) 
Work-Sharing, (xlvii) Youth Awareness, (xlviii) Youth Employment Strategy— 
Canada Summer Jobs, (xlix) Youth Employment Strategy—Career Focus, (1) Youth 
Employment Strategy—Federal Public Service Youth Internship Program, (li) Youth 
Employment Strategy—Skills Link? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 172—Mr. Andrew Cash: 


With regard to the Toronto Airport Rail Link: (a) what is the total volume of 
correspondence received by the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Commu- 
nities and by departments for which the minister is responsible calling for the 
electrification of the rail line from (i) individuals, (ii) organizations, (iii) elected 
officials; (b) what is the total number of petition signatures received by the Minister 
of Transport,. Infrastructure and Communities and by departments for which the 
minister is responsible calling for the electrification of the rail line; (c) what are the 
names and addresses of all organizations in (a); (d) since 2006, what reports has the 
Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and the departments for which 
the minister is responsible produced or received regarding (i) the health impacts of 
diesel trains in urban centres, (ii) the benefits of electrification of the urban rail, (iti) 
the noise pollution of diesel trains; (e) what, if any, federal funding has been provided 
for the Toronto Airport Rail Link; (f) if federal funding was provided for the Toronto 
Airport Rail Link, were any conditions put in place requiring the electrification of the 
rail line; and (g) what is the government’s position on making the electrification of 
urban rail lines a condition for receiving federal funding for transit projects contained 
within an urban area? 


(Return tabled) 


[English] 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, I ask that the remaining 


questions be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
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Business of Supply 
GOVERNMENT ORDERS 


[English] 
BUSINESS OF SUPPLY 
OPPOSITION MOTION—ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.) moved: 


That the House call on the Government of Canada to address on an urgent basis 
the needs of those First Nations communities whose members have no access to 
clean, running water in their homes; that action to address this disparity begin no later 
than spring 2012; and that the House further recognize that the absence of this basic 
requirement represents a continuing affront to our sense of justice and fairness as 
Canadians. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I will be sharing my time with the member 
for St. Paul's. 


It would be nice if we did not have to debate this issue, but we 
have to recognize that Canadians live, unfortunately, in very 
different conditions, depending on where they live. A continuing 
affront to our sense of wholeness, justice and fairness as Canadians 
is the fact that members of first nations communities and other 
aboriginal communities across the country are living in conditions of 
deep poverty and great hardship. The most telling reflection of this 
hardship is the fact that there are hundreds of communities which do 
not have access to clean running water at the present time. 


I have a personal reflection on this because at the time that I led a 
government in Ontario, the provincial government made a decision 
that it was not going to tolerate this situation in our own province. 
Although it was, strictly speaking, outside our jurisdiction, we 
negotiated with the federal government a cost-sharing agreement in 
which Ontario, even though it did not have to, would contribute to 
infrastructure to ensure that people living in first nations commu- 
nities would have access to clean running water, flush toilets, sewage 
treatment, and housing and the basic conditions of life which make a 
difference. 


I spoke with Premier Selinger in Manitoba. He told me that he 
would be interested in negotiating a similar agreement with the 
federal government, but that the federal government was not 
expressing an interest in dealing with this question on an urgent 
basis. He signalled to me that his government was not going to do it 
without the support of the federal government, which is not an 
unreasonable position for him to take. However, if the federal 
government were willing, the Province of Manitoba would be 
willing to step up to the plate and contribute to making a difference 
to the first nations people who are living in northern Manitoba. 


It really is quite extraordinary that the federal government has not 
taken up such an offer. It is not every day that a provincial 
government says it is prepared to spend money outside its 
jurisdiction in order to deal with a deep humanitarian problem. 
The federal government has said that it is prepared to change the 
regulations that would increase the requirements for first nations 
governments on the question of clean drinking water. However, that 
approach flies in the face of the recommendations the government 
has received from an expert panel that it appointed. That expert panel 
said to deal with the resources first and then the regulations. 
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[Translation] 


The principle is very simple. We believe that all Canadians, 
regardless of where in Canada they live—whether it is in the north, 
the south or elsewhere in the country—have a fundamental right to 
have access to drinking water and that they also have the right to 
adequate water facilities. As Canadians, we refuse to accept that 
people live in such conditions of poverty, when we talk about 
Canada as a fair and just country. There is a contradiction there that 
the Liberal Party can no longer accept. 


[English] 


This is not a motion that is intended to engage us in partisan 
debate. I hope the government can find a way to support it. 


The government may want to spend the day making partisan 
speeches saying that the Liberal government did not do this or that. 
We can all recognize that not everything was done that should have 
been done, but that is not the point. 


The point is now we have clear public statements from the expert 
panel to which I have referred, chaired by Dr. Harry Swain who was 
a well-known deputy minister in the Government of Canada. We 
have the reports of the former auditor general, Sheila Fraser. 


[Translation] 


These reports from the Auditor General directly address the 
unacceptable living conditions in this. country's first nations 
communities. 


[English] 


We have reports coming out as recently as this week indicating 
just how unacceptable it is for our country. As of 2010, 116 first 
nations reserve communities across Canada are under a drinking 
water advisory with a mean average duration of 343 days. Lack of 
access to clean drinking water presents a serious health threat to first 
nations reserve communities, creating a higher likelihood of disease 
and infection transmission, and poorer overall health outcomes. 


We can look back to the 19th century and ask what explains the 
dramatic improvement in the living conditions of working people all 
across Europe, what accounted for a tremendous extension of life for 
working people in the middle of the 19th century. It was clean 
drinking water and sewage treatment. Those are the two things that 
made a profound difference to the health of ordinary people. 


I can see many colleagues in the House, and all of us can speak of 
our travels. I remember one trip when I was in provincial politics in 
the 1980s to the communities recognized by my colleague from 
Timmins. It had an impact on me, and when I became premier I said 
that if we did nothing else, we had to take steps to make sure that we 
improved the basic living conditions and the infrastructure for the 
people living in Attawapiskat and Kashechewan and the commu- 
nities on the shores of James Bay in the province of Ontario. 
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There is not a single member in this House who would not be 
equally affected by visiting the northern reserves right across this 
country. Members would find isolated conditions, people living in 
poverty, housing conditions that are unacceptable by any standard. 
Too many people are falling sick because they do not have access to 
something quite basic and fundamental, safe, clean drinking water. 


Let us think about Canada, the country of clean water, the country 
of beautiful lakes, the country of flowing rivers. Is this a country that 
cannot provide the basics of life to its own people? Is this a country 
that says it will pass regulations but it will not provide the resources? 


It is something we cannot accept, and we insist that it be changed. 
@ (1020) 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Madam Speaker, I understand the 
umbrage that comes forward from the leader of the third party. I 
understand the substance of the motion. We will support this motion. 
It is a good motion from the standpoint that we all are in agreement 
that the current standards are unacceptable. The situation in first 
nation communities across the country in too many cases is 
unacceptable. 


However, I do have a real issue with the attitude that is displayed. 
When I was sitting here in opposition for 13 years, in year 12, the 
government of the day sent the army into Kashechewan because it 
had not dealt with the fact that the community outfall was above the 
water intake. That is the kind of behaviour and lip service we saw 
from the Liberal administration, which I find unacceptable. 


Hon. Bob Rae: Madam Speaker, you may be surprised and so 
may the minister by my response to that. I think we all recognize that 
more could and should have been done. I do not come into the House 
with this motion with any sense of partisan superiority. There is not a 
government in this country that can look at itself and ask if it has 
done everything possible to deal with this situation. 


We all know the circumstances that have existed in the past. What 
we are asking the House to do is to say that these are conditions that 
cannot be allowed to continue. If it makes the Conservatives feel 
better all day to simply say that the Liberals did not do anything over 
a period of time, they can go ahead. We have a defence to that. We 
can show members what we have done. I pointed to an area where 
the Liberal government of the day and the New Democratic 
government in Ontario were able to agree on an infrastructure 
program in northern Ontario that actually made a difference, that 
actually fixed some problems. 


I encourage the minister to take the same practical approach as we 
go forward. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I am pleased to hear that our communities of Kashechewan 
and Attawapiskat are being referred to because they are the 
epicentres of Canada's shame on the international stage for what is 
happening. As we speak, there is a state of emergency in 
Attawapiskat. There are families who are dumping waste out of 
buckets in the streets. That is happening under the current 


government. It happened in Kashechewan under the last. govern-. 


ment. 
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As premier of Ontario, he talked about the province getting 
involved. After Walkerton, we saw the province establish standards 
that affected water standards right down to cottages and to 
campgrounds, but those water standards end at the reserves. These 
are citizens of Ontario. People have seen the federal government's 
years of neglect. The member has spoken with the premier of 
Manitoba. Would he speak with Premier Dalton McGuinty and say 
that if the federal government will not protect the citizens of Ontario, 
that the province will step in and ensure that the guarantee of clean 
drinking water, fire standards and education will be maintained 
because these are citizens who are being denied their basic rights? 


Hon. Bob Rae: Madam Speaker, I have no hesitation in 
answering positively to that suggestion. I am prepared to talk to 
anyone on this question. Every government must be involved in 
trying to find a solution. We can all point fingers but the fact is that it 
is a clear federal responsibility to deal with conditions on reserve. I 
can only tell the hon. member what I did when I was in a position to 
do something about it. I know that is what the Liberal Party did when 
we had a chance to do something about it. 


Instead of pointing fingers, we need to ask ourselves how we can 
continue as one country. How can we look ourselves in the mirror 
and say that we are one country when there are people living in 
conditions that would be completely unacceptable to anyone who is 
a member of this House? Any member of the House visiting a 
community like that would wonder how this has been allowed to go 
on. It will cost money. It will take resources. It will require training. 
It takes a change and we think it is time for that change to happen 
right here. It is time to do it. 


© (1025) 
[Translation] 


Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I 
thank my leader for his passionate speech, for his leadership and for 
giving us the opportunity to discuss this issue that is very important 
to all Canadians. 


[English] 


My friend, the member for Mount Royal, used the phrase “the 
mobilization of shame”, and that is really what today's debate is 
about. When Canadians see those posters in the washrooms about 
washing their hands, we hope they think about those people who do 
not even have running water to wash their hands. I feel embarrassed 
as a Canadian. What I have found throughout my riding of St. Paul's 
and across this country is that all Canadians are increasingly 
embarrassed about the third world conditions in which so many of 
our first peoples live. 


It is important to recall what happened two years ago during 
HIN1. It is no coincidence that the communities, which ended up on 
the list of no running water, were the very communities devastated 
by the impact of HIN1. People in Canada came to know the names 
of St. Theresa Point, Garden Hill, Red Sucker Lake and 
Wasagamack because those were the communities with air transport 
taking out their citizens and too many of them not returning. 
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In Lessons Learned, we saw that, in the first wave, significant 
pressure was put on air ambulances when 76 patients required air 
transfer from their northern communities. In 383 hospitalizations, 71 
patients were admitted to intensive care and there were 11 deaths due 
to HINI flu in those northern Manitoba communities, even though, 
in the report on HIN1, first nations communities in Manitoba and 
northern Ontario being hit by a highly communicable HINI virus. 
Despite being just 10% of the population in Manitoba, natives made 
up one-third of the 685 swine flu cases in that province. As our 
leader said, about 1,000 homes in northern Manitoba still have no 
running water and many of these homes have no plumbing of any 
kind. 


During that time, we went to visit some of these communities. I 
think all Canadians need to, in some way, be with us on that journey, 
to walk into a home and see, where there ought to be a kitchen sink, 
a turquoise bowl filled with the water from last night's dishes 
because there is no place to put that grey water. People need to wait 
until the next water delivery comes. Or, walk into the outhouse that 
these people have to use all winter long. It is just inexcusable in a 
country as rich as Canada. I do not think there is one Canadian who 
thinks this should continue and that this is not an urgent problem. 


When our government fell in 2005, we had just received the report 
of the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Develop- 
ment. As others have said today, I, too, was in cabinet during the 
embarrassment and tragedy of Kashechewan. We know we need to 
do more but, unfortunately, that was six years ago. 


Since then, we have had the report by the expert panel on safe 
drinking water for first nations and the safe drinking water for first 
nations Senate report, chaired by the Hon. Gerry St. Germain, a 
Conservative senator, in which the conclusion reached states: 

Legislation to regulate water standards on reserve is required. No one, including 
this Committee, argues differently. Regulations are, however, only part of the answer. 

Sustained investment in the capacity of First Nations community water systems and 

of those running the systems is absolutely essential to ensure First Nations people on- 

reserve enjoy safe drinking water. Without this investment, we risk introducing a 

regulatory regime that burdens communities and does little to help them meet 

legislated standards. 


Unfortunately, the government has come forward with only an 
interest in legislation and no commitment for the resources to 
actually meet the standards that would be put forth in those 
regulations. 


Then, in 2008, we had the devastating status report of the Auditor 
General of Canada in the House of Commons in Chapter 4— 
Programs for First Nations on Reserves. 


@ (1030) 


We then had the national assessment on first nations' water and 
waste water systems which, members will be appalled to learn, was 
available in April 2011 but was hidden by the government until after 
the election. I think the Conservatives knew that all Canadians 
would have been appalled. 


We then have the recent Waterproof 3, Canada's drinking water 
report card, in which the province of Ontario gets an A and the 
federal government gets an F. As my colleague from Timmins— 
James Bay has said, this is because the kind of report carding for 
provinces stops at the border of the reserve. 


It says in that report that clean water is not just an environmental 
issue, that it is a health issue and a human rights issue. While the 
federal government now acknowledges the human right to water, it 
has not taken any steps to make that a reality for the people who live 
in this country. 


This time last year, the Government of Canada signed the 
declaration for indigenous people wherein there is a responsibility on 
housing, sanitation, health and social security, and yet it has done 
nothing. 


In September, we wrote to the minister and asked him to do 
something and explained that we would not be able to support any 
legislation that did not come with the resources that were necessary. 


I believe that we, having written today's motion, need to amend it. 
In talking with first nations and the opposition, I now wish to move, 
seconded by the member for Lac-Saint-Louis: 


That the motion be amended by replacing the words “no later than the spring of 
2012” with the word “forthwith”. 


The Deputy Speaker: It is my duty to inform the members that an 
amendment to an opposition motion may be moved only with the 
consent of the sponsor of the motion. Therefore, I ask the hon. 
member for Toronto Centre if he consents to this amendment being 
moved? 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Yes, Madam Speaker. 


The Deputy Speaker: The amendment is in order. Questions and 
comments. The hon. member for Timmins—James Bay. 
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Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I want to say at the outset how pleased I am that the Liberal 
Party has amended its motion. We, in the New Democratic Party, 
have been pushing the issue of clean drinking water for many years 
and the need to recognize that this is an immediate crisis, not just 
something that can be put off, even for days. 


At the present time, there is a state of emergency in the 
community of Attawapiskat. I visited with a doctor from the 
Weeneebayko health authority last week who said that these children 
and elders were now at immediate risk of life in the community from 
the lack of sanitation. Children have open sores on their bodies from 
being exposed to toilet waste that is being dumped in ditches. 


I would like to ask the member what she thinks about a situation 
where a government has money for all manner of priorities except 
for first nations children. We see it in education and in housing. We 
see again and again the sense that there are two classes of people in 
this country and that one class of first nations children are 
continually considered nonentities. What does that say about our 
country? What does that say about the Parliament of Canada at this 
time? 


Hon. Carolyn Bennett: Madam Speaker, I am saddened that the 
Minister of Health has never visited any of these communities. The 
Arctic is a very different place from the places on reserve. During the 
HINI crisis there were no visits. 
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We need leadership from the federal government. This affects 
many government departments. The Minister of Aboriginal Affairs 
cannot do this on his own. The First Nations Inuit Health Branch 
also needs to provide some leadership. It is a tragedy. I urge the 
Minister of Health to visit these communities, particularly 
Attawapiskat, to see first-hand the action that must be taken by the 
government. 


[Translation | 


Mr. François Lapointe (Montmagny—L'Isle-—Kamouraska 
—Riviére-du-Loup, NDP): Madam Speaker, the honourable leader 
of the third party in this House spoke a great deal about the federal 
government's responsibility in this regard. The hon. member just 
spoke about Kashechewan—I hope that I pronounced that correctly. 
According to our research, the water quality was so bad there at the 
time that residents had to be evacuated. The Liberals' first reaction 
was to argue with the provincial government about whose 
responsibility this was. It is therefore a bit surprising to see their 
reaction today. 


In the hon. member's opinion, how is the position of our friends in 
the third party different now with regard to the federal government's 
responsibility? Should they have taken action at the time rather than 
arguing with the province? 


Hon. Carolyn Bennett: Madam Speaker, I hope that this question 
is not a history lesson. It is a priority for the future. When our 
government was in office, the situation in Kashechewan was not 
very pretty. The Kashechewan First Nation must move communities 
to one location near a river and train its people on how to manage 
drinking water systems. I hope that, today, all the members of this 
House agree that the situation is urgent and that action must be taken 
immediately. 

[English] 

Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am a little 
astounded with some of the things that have been said here. Since we 
became government, we have put in place all of the things that 
needed to be addressed in a comprehensive way in order to make real 
progress in terms of advancing to the point where first nations will 
have the same water standards and quality as other Canadians have. 


I am acutely aware of one thing. We were operating from a 2001 


national assessment done under the previous administration. A lot of: 


our discussion has revolved around the Island Lakes region in 
Manitoba and the fact that many homes in that area do not have 
piped water and sewers. Very conveniently, the 2001 national 
assessment done under the previous government only looked at 
communities with piped water and sewers. We chose to do a 
complete and comprehensive survey, the Neegan Burnside study. I 
released the results of that survey this year. 


Government does not enter into an exercise like that unless it is 
prepared to deal with criticism. Obviously, the more comprehensive 
the survey is, the more problems that are going to be identified. 


Since 2006, we have invested $2.5 billion on first nations water 
and waste water systems. Every year we have invested more than the 
previous government by quite a long shot, yet we keep hearing that 
somehow we are not prepared to make the investment but we want 
the regulations. I find that to be very hypocritical. 
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I would like to talk about the first nations infrastructure 
investment plan. This is something we develop annually in 
partnership with first nations. We have ongoing A-base funding of 
roughly $1 billion a year under the capital facilities and maintenance 
program. We are earmarking the largest percentage, approximately 
45%, of that asset area for water and sewer. 


In addition, we are working with communities that have been 
mentioned both by my colleague from Timmins—James Bay and my 
colleague from St. Paul's. We are doing a lot more in these 
communities than we are being given credit for. As a matter of fact, 
we are going to be making real progress in the short term on those. 
For that reason, I have no difficulty with the amendment that has 
been put forward by the member for St. Paul's because we are on it. 
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I agree that residents of first nations communities should have 
access to safe, clean and reliable drinking water. I have significant 
experience in my professional history prior to becoming a member 
of Parliament on which to base that belief. 


Our government has devoted much time, energy, and taxpayer 
dollars to addressing the issue. We inherited a backlog of high risk 
water systems from the previous government. We addressed those 
high risk systems that were identified by the 2001 assessment, which 
we now know from the national assessment we commissioned and 
reported on this year was woefully lacking. We have more issues out 
there than what we originally believed. 


When we formed government, we collaborated with the Assembly 
of First Nations to begin to implement a plan of action on first 
nations drinking water. While considerable progress has been made, 
as I have described, much work does remain to be done. 


There are complex factors that contribute to the problem. It is 
absolutely unacceptable that first nations communities are not 
protected by the same standards of drinking water as other 
Canadians are. As minister, I have been clear and consistent on 
this point. The national chief has been clear on this point as well. He 
described the situation before the Senate standing committee looking 
into the issue this way: 


When children and their families are not able to trust the drinking water, there is 
no safety or security. 


I agree wholeheartedly with that statement. 


Most Canadians trust the quality of their drinking water. The 
foundation for this trust is a regulatory framework, clearly defined 
responsibilities and protocols enshrined in law. The legal framework 
applying to municipalities, provinces and territories, along with 
public health agencies and utilities, prescribes specific roles, but no 
such legal framework exists for the vast majority of first nations 
communities. 


There was reference to various reports by various bodies. A 
Senate standing committee in 2007 concluded with the simple 
statement that legislation to regulate water standards on reserve is 
required. 
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Every independent group that has studied the matter in any depth 
has reached a similar conclusion. The framework currently in place 
is clearly inadequate. The two major components of the current 
policy framework are protocols for safe drinking water on reserves 
and guidelines for Canadian drinking water quality. These 
documents are undoubtedly valuable, but they have no legal basis. 
The policy is not legally binding and it does not support full 
accountability. 


The Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Devel- 
’ opment completed a study of first nations drinking water. The study 
looked at the joint initiative launched in 2003 by Health Canada and 
Indian and Northern Affairs Canada. According to the report, the 
2003 initiative suffered from an inherent flaw: the absence of clear 
performance indicators and accountability mechanisms. Part 5 of the 
commissioner's report reads in part, “It's not clear who is ultimately 
accountable for the safety of drinking water”. 


Further on, the report states: 


[U]ntil a regulatory regime comparable with that in provinces is in place, INAC 
and Health Canada cannot ensure that First Nations people living on reserves have 
continuing access to safe drinking water. 


The commissioner made five recommendations: create a federal 
regulatory regime for drinking water on reserve; clarify design codes 
and standards; ensure monitoring and follow-up; create institutions 
for capacity building; and provide progress reports to Parliament. 
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We are continuing to take action on each of these recommenda- 
tions. Clearly we must set the bar higher for water and waste water 
systems in first nations communities. Without clear standards and 
assigned responsibilities, we cannot hope to succeed. That is why we 
introduced legislation on this subject in the last Parliament and why 
we will introduce similar legislation in this Parliament. We have 
worked diligently for over a year with first nations partners on 
developing acceptable legislation, and we have made a commitment 
that we will continue to work in a collaborative way in the regulatory 
process flowing from the legislation. 


The proposed legislation aims to make use of the expertise of 
provincial and territorial regimes. The regulations would be enabled 
by a new federal law on safe drinking water for first nations. The 
legislation would leverage existing regimes, along with the 
considerable expertise and experience of provincial and territorial 
officials, to establish appropriate regulations adapted to the needs of 
first nations communities in each region. 


The legislation would bring us a giant step closer to our larger 
goal: that residents of first nations enjoy the same protections 
afforded other Canadians when it comes to safe, clean and reliable 
drinking water, and the effective treatment of waste water. 


I will return to the conclusion of the report by the Senate 
committee that looked into this: 


Regulations are, however, only part of the answer. Sustained investment in the 
capacity of First Nations community water systems and of those running the systems 
is absolutely essential to ensure First Nations people on-reserve enjoy safe drinking 
water. 


We can have the best infrastructure in the world, but if we do not 
have the appropriate certified and trained operators to run the 
system, we are at great risk of something going wrong. Therefore, 
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we are making major investments in operator training and 
certification as well as infrastructure. Those are the two prime areas. 


We are working with first nations, and provincial and territorial 
officials because they have first-hand experience. They know what 
works and what does not. They know how to make water and waste 
water treatment facilities work. This is what we need to do to craft an 
effective regulatory regime. 


I mentioned earlier that between 2006 and 2012, the Government 
of Canada will have invested approximately $2.5 billion in first 
nations water and waste water infrastructure and capacity. Some 130 
major projects were completed in the four fiscal years ending March 
2010. These projects included expansions to existing water and 
waste water systems; construction of new systems, storage facilities 
and pumping stations; expansion of distribution and collection 
networks; and development of subdivision lots with water and sewer 
servicing. However, until an adequate legal framework is in place to 
support them, there is significant risk to these projects. 


The national assessment was a very time-consuming exercise, 
because we have 633 communities across the country. Many of them 
are small and dispersed, with multiple water and sewer distribution 
systems, including individual wells and septic systems. Nearly 60% 
of the communities have 500 or fewer residents. 
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That is why we must have regular and frequent sampling and 
testing of water to ensure public safety. We need the legislative 
framework and accountability networks to be in place. Otherwise, 
we have no assurance that the treatment and distribution system can 
ensure safe, clean and reliable drinking water. 
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Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Madam Speaker, there is 
no question that a better regulatory regime is an important objective. 
As I said in my earlier comments, this is not about trying to score 
one point against another. 


I want to ask the minister about the conversation I had with 
Premier Selinger just a few days ago. He indicated, and it was not 
something the premier was telling me privately but something he 
said in the legislature, that the Province of Manitoba was prepared to 
sign the same kind of joint agreement as was signed between Ontario 
and the federal government to deal with the infrastructure needs of 
the communities that do not have access to running water now. 


I wonder if the minister could tell us if the Government of Canada 
is prepared to contemplate entering into such an agreement. 


Hon. John Duncan: Madam Speaker, I have had multiple 
discussions with the minister of aboriginal affairs in Manitoba. Our 
government did sign a comprehensive agreement on flooding and 
flood proofing. We all know of the very tragic stories emanating 
from Manitoba because of flooding this year, and the federal 
response has been very good on that. 
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In my discussions with the aboriginal affairs minister on the Island 
Lakes region, the homes that were built with no capacity for 
accepting running water and toilet facilities were an issue. We have 
agreed to collaborate through HRSDC programming and some 
provincial input to make some changes there. We are also looking at 
some other progress that we think we can make very early, perhaps 
starting this year, in upgrading some of those same homes. 


I do not know the details of what the agreement was between 
Ontario and the federal government, but without knowing the details 
I can say that we are very willing to collaborate and co-operate with 
the Province of Manitoba. I am very optimistic. There was also 
involvement with the Mennonite community. Both the federal and 
provincial authorities were embracing that thought process and that 
organization as well. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I listened with great interest to my hon. colleague when he 
talked about 2005 when the army was sent into Kashechewan. I was 
there during that evacuation and we would all agree that it was one 
of the low points for Canada in terms of our failing the first nations 
communities. 


I have worked with the minister on the issue of getting fire 
services into Kashechewan. We have worked on the Attawapiskat 
school situation. I have talked to him about the ongoing crisis in 
Attawapiskat. I appreciate that there is a working team in place and 
right now the plan is to dedicate $500,000 to try to remediate badly 
condemned homes. If a house is abandoned in Attawapiskat, it is 
pretty much beyond the pale of anything one would imagine 
anywhere else. 


I am concerned about the immediate risk in Attawapiskat, the lack 
of services and inability to deal with the fact that people are facing 
health risks due to the dumping of toilet waste because they have no 
running water. I would ask the minister if, as part of the Attawapiskat 
working group, he would bring in a health team and direct his 
bureaucrats to work with the community to address the immediate 
risk that is facing these families. 


I am very concerned about the risk of fire in a trailer. There are 90 
people living in one trailer. If there is a fire this winter, it will be 
tragedy befalling all of us. I am asking the minister if he will work 
with us to ensure that we have a broader strategy to alleviate this so 
that we do not have another Kashechewan. 
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Hon. John Duncan: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague from 
Timmins—James Bay for the question. It seems like we do have lots 
of conversations. 


The member's request seems most reasonable. I will talk to my 
colleagues and my officials about having Health Canada input into 
the working group that is trying to address the current issues in 
Attawapiskat. That was the question and I think this answer will be 
satisfactory to the member. 


Mr. Corneliu Chisu (Pickering—Scarborough East, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, being a professional engineer, I am aware of the 
importance of clean water for people and the environment. 
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I would like to ask the hon. minister how legislation would help 
protect Canada's substantial investments in first nations water and 
waste water systems? 


Hon. John Duncan: Madam Speaker, whenever we have assets 
that we have constructed, if they are not properly maintained, we do 
not get normal longevity from them. 


We have houses that were constructed in first nations communities 
in 2006 that are now boarded up and uninhabitable. While this is not 
an example of water and waste water, the latter systems also require 
continual, ongoing monitoring and maintenance. 


This is why the operator training program is so important. Much 
of our investment since 2006 has been in hard investment, the 
infrastructure investment. We need to ensure that we have protected 
that investment by having standards, plus the trained people to look 
after it. In that way we can continue to afford to make ongoing 
investments. Otherwise, this becomes a quagmire or quicksand, and 
we will never get to where we need to be. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Hélène LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
it seems that we all agree that it is urgent that this matter be resolved 
and that it is also urgent that sustainable solutions be found 
immediately. 


I would like to ask the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development if he is going to champion this cause among 
his health, finance and infrastructure colleagues in order to ensure 
that appropriate and sustainable solutions are found for aboriginal 
communities. I would like to know what he plans to do so that he 
and the colleagues that I just mentioned take immediate action. 


[English] 


Hon. John Duncan: Madam Speaker, of course I am the lead 
minister on this, and of course the government has made major 
commitments and investments and continues to do so. 


We do have a plan that we are re-doing on an annual basis, as I 
mentioned in my speech. We do not do this in a vacuum, but we do it 
along with our first nations partners. That is ongoing. 


The nice thing about now having the comprehensive national 
assessment is that we know where to set our focus and our priorities 
in terms of our investments. Technology is moving very quickly and 
is making things more affordable, not less affordable. That is good 
news, as well. 


© (1105) 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I am very proud to rise today to represent the people of 
Timmins—James Bay. Unfortunately, the wonderful region of James 
Bay in Ontario is the epicentre of so much of the tragedy that we 
have been talking about this morning. It is of course all across 
Canada, but our communities seem to be pointed out. 


Madam Speaker, I will be sharing my time with my hon. colleague 
from Manicouagan. 
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Right now, as we speak, there is state of emergency in the 
community of Attawapiskat. It is not the first state of emergency, it is 
the third state of emergency in the space of three years. I was there 
last Monday with the Weeneebayko Area Health Authority meeting 
with families living in tents. In one tent we met a family of six who 
have lived in a tent with two double beds and a couch for two years. 
It was pretty cool and the snow had not started. The mother said that 
when one daughter gets upset, she says she is. going to her room. Her 
room is the couch. 


One would have to see this situation to believe it. In another case, 
we were in an unheated shack that had two grandparents and a little 
girl sharing a bucket. The bucket was their toilet. They had to dump 
it in the street in front of their neighbours. On that corner there were 
15 people dumping buckets in ditches. This is in Canada in 2011. If 
we did not see it first-hand, we not believe that this situation exists. 


There are 90 people living in a trailer with six washrooms and 
hardly any fire exits. Ifa fire were to break out in that trailer over the 
winter, it would be a catastrophe. There is no sprinkler system. There 
are no fire alarms. This is the sense of urgency in Attawapiskat right 
now. These states of emergency do not just happen, crises do not just 
appear. As we have seen in Kashechewan in 2005, we had three full 
evacuations of one community in one year, first from E. coli and 
then because of the flooding. It happens because of a number of 
factors: chronic underfunding and poor planning. 


The Minister of Aboriginal Affairs talked about houses built in 
2005. They are uninhabitable. I was in Fort Albany just two years 
ago, where a brand new subdivision had children sick from the 
mould covering the walls. The houses were built on the cheap, not 
for the flood plains of James Bay. How can we put good money after 
bad? How could we have such poor planning in place that we build 
stuff on the cheap? The water crisis in Kashechewan was a direct 
result of the fact that the water plant was not built up to standards. 


Beyond the poor planning and the chronic underfunding is the 
regulatory lapse that allows for two sets of standards, one that 
protects the rights of citizens across this country and then another 
standard that almost does not even exist for first nations people. 


Let us talk about fire protection. On the James Bay coast in the far 
north, for police services, they did not bother to put sprinkler 
systems in the fire units because it costs money. That would be 
illegal anywhere else in the province of Ontario or Canada. 


We were in the Kashechewan jail cell which looked like a 
makeshift crack house. The provincial minister of security went to 
see this place with us, but nothing was done. Two men, Jamie 
Goodwin and Ricardo Wesley, burned to death in that jail cell. They 
were screaming to get out. The police were burning their hands to 
get them out. They could not. There were no fire suppressions or 
sprinkler systems. That would be illegal anywhere else, but in first 
nations communities that lack of regulatory framework happens all 
the time. 


We need to address the chronic underfunding. I am glad to hear 
the present Indian affairs minister talk about the need to start 
investing. Two years ago, in Attawapiskat, we had a sewage backup 
and 90 people were left homeless. The response at the time from the 
then Indian affairs minister was, “Tell them to just stay in their 


houses”. They had dirt and waste coming from their basements, and 
they were told to sit in their houses and wait. Those houses were not 
fixed. The damage started the ball rolling for the present crisis in 
Attawapiskat. Anywhere else in Canada there would be a response, 
but this is not what has been happening. 


We see communities like Kashechewan and Attawapiskat reach- 
ing the breaking point. In terms of this regulatory double standard, 
there is a new film out called Canada: Apartheid Nation that is about 
the situation in Attawapiskat. I do not use that word lightly because 
the Toronto Star used the word “apartheid” to describe the situation 
for children in Attawapiskat who had been denied basic education 
rights that are the right of any other child in this country. 


There is discrimination against first nations children in these 
communities. Children are going to school coming from over- 
crowded homes. In Attawapiskat there are 25 to 26 people in a two 
bedroom house. People sleep in shifts. The children go to school on 
a toxic wasteland in a makeshift portable. No wonder kids start 
dropping out in grade five. 


@ (1110) 


Shannen Koostachin, who is from our region, talked about 
children who give up hope and lose hope in themselves in grades 4 
and 5, and kill themselves. There is no support for those children 
when they are in crisis. Just this past month a youngster killed 
himself in southern Ontario. It was a tragedy. The nation said we 
have to do something. 


In Moose Factory, two winters ago, 13 children killed themselves 
and 80 other children attempted to kill themselves. It is a town of 
2,000 people. Imagine what would happen if 93 children were taken 
out of any community of 2,000 people to be marked for death. There 
would be an international outrage. What was the response? While the 
community was running around trying to save kids from killing 
themselves,. the province cut the Payukotayno child welfare services 
because it was costing too much money. 


This is the double standard that is happening. Therefore, we need 
to invest. I will support the government with respect to the building 
of water infrastructure, which has never happened before. 


However, we have to address the fact that the basic rights of these 
community members are being denied. We do not have the proper 
building standards on the reserves that we have provincially. We do 
not have the same education standards on reserves that we have 
provincially. There is a chronic double standard. We do not have the 
same fire standards on reserves that we have in the communities. 


In Kashechewan I went to the funeral of Trianna Martin, the four- 
year-old girl who died in a house fire. There were 27 people in that 
house. There was not even a fire truck to get to that little girl. This is 
the kind of thing that happens. 
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As a country Canadians have a hard time believing it because we 
pride ourselves on our willingness to care. However, right now I 
have a state of emergency. I have people living in tents in one of my 
communities down the road from the richest diamond mine in North 
America. They are dumping their waste in buckets saying that they 
cannot go on like that any more. The doctors are saying that children 
will die, that something will happen. This is the extent of the crisis. 


It is not just in Attawapiskat, Port Alberni, Kashechewan or 
Moose Factory; it is in community after community across Indian 
territory. It will only change when we decide to make it a priority. 
The greatest resource we have in the north is not the oil sands, the 
diamond mines or the copper mines, it is the children who come 
from these reserves. 


If members met some of the children in communities like 
Attawapiskat, it would break their hearts because they have given up 
hope. Some young people have the power to change the world. 
However, if we do not give them the homes or the education and 
health supports that they deserve, we are wasting the greatest 
possible resource this country has. It is a black mark on Canada right 
now internationally. It has to end. It has to change. 


We can talk all we want about investments and regulatory 
frameworks. This is not a partisan issue. It is part of the broken 
promise that goes all the way back to the breach with Champlain to 
be on a path together with our first nations communities. We will 
continue on that path. 


In many ways over the last 10 years I have seen how that path has 
moved forward, but in 20 years, 30 years or 50 years, we will still be 
on that path. It is incumbent upon us now to fix what was done. The 
damage done by the residential schools should not be continuing 
today with children being denied basic education services. What 
happened in Kashechewan in 2005 should never happen again in any 
other community in this country. 


We are on a path together. We have to get beyond the partisan 
fight. We have to make this a priority in this Parliament, at this time, 
for our children and with respect to our obligations for the future of 
the country. 


@ (1115) 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
hon. member for Timmins—James Bay for his passion and 
leadership on this issue. 


This is not a criticism of the member's speech; it is a comment. I 
would like the member to reply with a brief comment as well. 


What is missing in this discussion so far is the issue of self- 
government. We have to change the nature of the relationship. 


Here we are debating the conditions of a sewage treatment plant or 
the lack of running water in a community thousands of miles away 
because it does, not have the resources to deal with these problems. 
Until we create a Canada wherein we actually transfer the resources 
to allow people to make these decisions to get on with it themselves, 
we will continue this pattern of frustration and dependence, which is 
such a negative aspect of this whole issue we are discussing today. 


We all need to figure out a way to move forward on the self- 
government agenda. We nearly got there at one time in our 


Business of Supply 


constitutional history. However, we did not get there and, as a result, 
we see a huge backup in land claims, discussions and negotiations. 
There is great difficulty getting there. 


I would ask the hon. member to comment on that. 


Mr. Charlie Angus: Madam Speaker, in response to my hon. 
colleague, the issue of self-government is essential and it is the one 
other element that needs to be addressed. 


When I said that I have seen elements going forward, I had the 
great honour to work with the Algonquin Nation in Abitibi and La 
Verendrye Park in northern Ontario. 


Ten years ago there were blockades stopping projects. Now there 
are impact benefit agreements. The problem is, we need to go 
further. We need to get beyond the limitations of the Indian Act. 


When I talk to people in Attawapiskat, they tell me how they have 
been handcuffed for the last 100 years by the Indian Act. Some 150 
years ago it was the Hudson Bay factor and then it was the Indian 
agent, but now it is the INAC bureaucrats. They are all the same guy, 
and they all have their finger holding down these communities. 


We have to re-establish a broader political relationship and we will 
see change, but in order to do that, we need to ensure resources and 
we need to ensure that there are education opportunities, that there 
are training opportunities, and that they have the resources to 
become fully able to handle the communities because they know 
what the issues are and they know the solutions. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Hélène LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
I would like to thank the hon. member, who spoke with such 
passion. I am very familiar with his passion and empathy for the 
aboriginal communities in his riding. However, I think that he speaks 
for all aboriginal communities and even for all the forgotten people 
in our very prosperous country. 


I would. like him to provide more details because he addressed a 
number of issues. It is not just a matter of infrastructure; there are 
many other areas affected. I would therefore like him to speak more : 
about the importance of having a strategy that truly helps these 
communities in a sustainable way. 


[English] 


Mr. Charlie Angus: Madam Speaker, there are many broader 
issues that will be spoken to over the day. We need to inspire and we 
need to be inspired by the young people. They are the future. 


I tell the story again and again of Shannen Koostachin and the 
young people of Attawapiskat. What they have done, from putting a 
face to the forgotten faces of first nations children, has changed the 
debate in this country forever. They are not just heroes of first 
nations communities, they are heroes to kids across this country. 


The older people in the House probably do not realize how much 
change is happening on the ground, but if they go into a public 
school anywhere in this country and ask about what the kids on the 
James Bay coast have done on education rights, any kid will be able 
to tell them that story. 
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It is happening with the young people. We have to have heroes; 
we have to have role models. I have seen children in communities 
who start to give up hope because they do not think they can make a 
difference. That is how much we have internalized the damage, but 
there is real positive change happening. 


We have great leaders. We need to work with them and give them 
the tools they need, and again, education, education, education. 
Every child needs the right, as Shannen said, to go to a safe and 
comfy school because when they have that educational opportunity, 
we will see northern Canada transformed in a way that it could never 
have been transformed otherwise. 


@ (1120) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Jonathan Genest-Jourdain (Manicouagan, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, considering the ethnological concepts that will be addressed 
in this speech, it is important to provide some context in which to 
frame the intellectual exercise about to take place. 


Having spent the past few months in this House and at a number 
of different meetings of the Standing Committee on Aboriginal 
Affairs and Northern Development, today I can offer some 
underlying reasons for the almost total lack of aboriginal popular 
support for Canada's political dynamic. 


The first nations’ historical passiveness toward the democratic 
process, as observed in this House, reflects a desire to distance 
themselves from the utilitarian relationship that has gradually 
developed between the aboriginal communities and the Canadian 
government. When I talk about a utilitarian relationship, of course I 
am talking about it in a purely pernicious sense since, too often, 
aboriginal identity issues are used for advancing some sort of 
political platform. 


It seems that too often the socio-cultural issues of the first nations 
are brought to the public's attention only if there are political gains to 
be made by the various parties sitting in this House. 


This perception stems from certain aboriginal apprehensions 
associated with the fraudulent manoeuvres of supposedly bygone 
days and is fuelled mainly by a strong sense of powerlessness against 
a system that is removed from the social realities of contemporary 
tribal communities. 


I am deliberately putting the emphasis on the concept of 
“community” since my argument focuses mainly on the living 
conditions of Indians living on reserves. I differentiate between 
Indians living on and off reserve because during the last committee 
meeting, a representative of the commission on aboriginal peoples 
indicated that there was a certain inequity, there were certain 
noticeable differences between the living conditions of Indians living 
in urban centres off reserves and those living on reserve. I am 
emphasizing that difference today. 


For six months now, I have been doing my best to introduce my 
colleagues to a culturally relevant vision of the Indian issues that 
enter into our debates and parliamentary work. This has led me to 
comment on certain statements made by my colleagues on issues 
such as access to housing and essential services for remote reserves 
in Canada. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


November 17, 2011 


I am bringing this up today in connection with the comment made 
by the hon. member who spoke before me. At the beginning of the 
week he sent me a press release on the situation as experienced by 
members of the Attawapiskat community. 


He began by saying that aboriginals living in that community are 
now reduced to living in camps. In response, I jokingly said—jokes 
are a typical Innu way of changing the subject and defusing the 
tension—that aboriginal communities have been living in camps for 
30,000 years. There is nothing new under the sun. But what is 
distressing is that this is not a choice for these communities; they are 
being forced into it out of necessity. I feel that this is a sorry state of 
affairs in 2011 since access to basic services should go hand in hand 
with the notion of being a Canadian citizen. 


It is sometimes wise to boil ideas down to their most basic 
concept. This is one tactic, one characteristic of my nation—we 
always try to return to traditional reasoning when faced with a 
difficult situation. Often, we find solutions to uncomfortable 
situations in the community. 


This vision, which is part of the community I come from, is 
extremely useful when looking at possible solutions to the daily 
problems faced by the Innu nation. It is one of the reasons that we 
ask questions of elders, who take on the task of applying a traditional 
vision when it comes to contentious issues and issues of identity. 
And when I say contentious, I mean situations that pit certain 
community members against one another. 


@ (1125) 


In the past, we used a consensus process; it was a type of 
community justice. If there were disputes between people in the 
community, this process resolved many issues in the end. There was 
an adversarial aspect: people would openly state the problem and a 
solution would often be found through collaboration. 


That said, even those with ancestral knowledge, the elders, within 
my home community fully realize that they cannot completely 
dismiss modern socio-economic realities when looking at the living 
conditions of band members. That is why I must agree with the 
argument presented by my colleagues who say that access the basic 
commodities, such as running water, potable water in fact, is one of 
the intrinsic rights of a Canadian citizen. 


The simple fact that nearly 2,000 aboriginal households in Canada 
do not have access to running water illustrates the urgency of the 
situation. This alone is enough to justify a unified effort by all levels 
of government in order to address this matter of national interest. 
Needless to say, it is the federal government's duty to preserve 
human dignity in this country. In that regard and under international 
law, drinking water is recognized as essential and a prerequisite to 
exercising human rights. Without drinking water, exercising human 
rights would be rather difficult, since, after two or three days, there 
would no longer be any humans. 
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With that in mind, in my speech I plan to highlight certain 
industry practices that specifically affect the integrity of water 
resources in Canada's isolated communities. Exploration and mining 
activities north of the SOth parallel present a significant risk in terms 
of contamination of groundwater, which is vital to isolated 
communities that have only limited recourses when it comes to 
access to drinking water. I am addressing the issue from the 
perspective of the 50th parallel because it is relevant to my culture 
and my background. Many resource exploration initiatives are taking 
place at this time, either near or north of the 50th parallel. History 
shows that these lands are inhabited mainly by remote aboriginal 
communities that are cut off from the rest of the world. 


I emphasize this little-known aspect—the harmful impact of 
industrial practices on the living conditions in aboriginal commu- 
nities—because many instances of damage and deterioration in first 
nations' water resources have been brought to my attention in the 
context of my job. In fact, I plan to go to Kitigan Zibi over the 
weekend—along with one of my colleagues whom this concerns 
directly, since the community is in his riding—in order to address 
some concerns raised by residents there. I will be able to shed some 
light on the situation and update the House when I return. 


My brief experience in this Parliament leads me to believe that the 
current political and economic climate favours the indiscriminate 
extraction of mineral resources in remote regions. This suits the 
unfortunate plans of an all-powerful industry that cares nothing for 
the concept of corporate social responsibility because each social 
unit north of the 50th parallel is so isolated. With this speech I am 
giving notice that I will be keeping an eye on industry practices in. 
traditional first nations territories. Damage to the water resources in 
isolated communities is just one of the adverse effects of putting 
economic interests first in this country. 


I assure the House that I will use all means at my disposal to 
ensure that social and environmental considerations will temper the 
initiatives put forward by a government which, through wilful 
blindness fueled by purely mercantile considerations, is contributing 
to the ruin and perdition of the nation. 


© (1130) 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, I truly appreciate the concrete examples provided 
by my colleague. He always gives speeches that reflect his 
community. He said that governments do not acknowledge the 
importance of working with the Assembly of First Nations. In 2010, 
the Prime Minister abstained from the vote that would recognize the 
right to water and sanitation of the Assembly of First Nations. We 
are talking more about water quality. In addition to harming the 
health of first nations, the Conservative government's decisions also 
harm the environment. Environment Canada's budget was drastically 
cut this year, which will lead to less monitoring of drinking water 
quality, not to mention the impact of industrial infrastructure. How 
does my colleague feel about that? 


Mr. Jonathan Genest-Jourdain: Madam Speaker, I thank my 
colleague for her question. If the considerations and concerns raised 
by the AFNQL—I was talking about Quebec and Labrador—are not 
taken into consideration by the government, know that I am all ears, 
as are others in the NDP. During our last meeting with that assembly, 
we talked about the integrity of resources and groundwater. These 
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topics were also discussed directly with Chief Picard. The other 
chiefs who belong to this assembly also shared their concerns. This 
problem is being studied right now, especially with respect to the 
effect of radon gas and its presence in groundwater. 


Mr. Massimo Pacetti (Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel, Lib.): 
Madam Speaker, in 2004, under the former Liberal government, we 
had the Kelowna accord, which had the agreement of different levels 
of government and aboriginal communities. If the current govern- 
ment had respected the Kelowna accord, the communities would be 
benefiting from it now. Would they not be in a better position than 
they are now? I would like to know what the member thinks about 
that. 


Mr. Jonathan Genest-Jourdain: Madam Speaker, I thank my 
colleague for his question. The accord he is referring to was not 
brought to my attention. Members will understand that I am new to 
the House. 


There is certainly some complacency on the other side of the 
House since this situation has yet to be fixed, even though it is 
nothing new. The quality of water in isolated communities has been 
in the news for years, and I have yet to see any measures introduced 
to resolve this problem. The industry still has a strong presence in 
isolated regions and contributes nothing, with its drilling, to 
improving these communities and even less so to improving the 
quality of the water, basins and groundwater. 


Ms. Hélène LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
I would first like to congratulate my colleague from Manicouagan on 
his absolutely incredible presentation, which shed a lot of light on 
the whole issue. I would simply like to ask him if he can suggest any 
solutions to any of the issues he raised in his speech. 


Mr. Jonathan Genest-Jourdain: Madam Speaker, I thank my 
hon. colleague for her question. These issues are part of everyday 
life in Washat, whenever I go back. Since it is a 15-hour drive from 
Ottawa, I cannot return as often as I would like. Problems regarding 
water resources are still affecting communities near Sept-Îles 
because of uranium exploration. The same is true on the Lower 
North Shore. In my region, problems are often related to mining 
exploration. Personally, I think these issues need to be debated 
further over the next few years, since the situation is not really 
improving and I have not seen any proactive measures to fix the 
situation. 


@ (1135) 
[English] 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
I am very pleased to enter the debate on the opposition day motion 
on water in first nations communities. 
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We have identified this as an issue whose time has come to be 
solved. This morning the leader of the Liberal Party of Canada spoke 
very clearly about the fact that there has been inadequate attention 
paid to this issue by all parties over the years. We can argue who has 
done good things and who has not done good things. His plea was 
that we put partisanship aside and we recognize together that there is 
no reason for not solving the problem. The problem is the inequity in 
terms of access to safe, clean drinking water and waste water 
treatment in first nations communities compared with non-aboriginal 
communities. I could not agree more. 


This is an issue that all members of Parliament care about. It is a 
humanitarian issue. It is an equity issue. It is about safety. It is about 
saving lives. It just takes political will. This motion invites members 
of Parliament to agree that the time to solve this problem is now. 


All levels of government share a responsibility for ensuring that 
all Canadians have reliable access to clean, safe drinking water. 


[Translation] 


We need to establish a strategy immediately in order to ensure that 
all aboriginal communities have access to drinking water. We need to 
take pertinent and decisive action to resolve this completely 
unacceptable situation. 


[English] 


There are fundamental water problems in Canada. Water is a very 
complex issue. The delivery of safe and clean drinking water is 
extremely complex. I learned that in my first year as minister of the 
environment in British Columbia. There were far too many boil 
water advisories in British Columbia. As the environment minister, I 
worked with the health minister to look at our approach to drinking 
water. A panel of experts headed by up by Mr. David Marshall, who 
was the chair of the Fraser Basin Council, assessed a proposed new 
drinking water act. It provided feedback to the government. That act 
was duly passed. There was also a safe drinking water action plan. 


That action plan addressed the cumulative impacts on water. It 
gave communities the power to bring industry, the municipal 
government, non-governmental organizations and government 
departments together to develop a plan for addressing the cumulative 
impacts on water. The regulations gave the government some teeth 
for making sure that the challenges to obtaining safe and clean water 
were addressed. Having gone through that process, I am aware of the 
great complexities that plague us in having safe drinking water in 
communities across our geographically vast nation. 


The regulatory and legislative gaps are still rife, despite the fact 
that many provinces and the federal government have made efforts to 
address that issue. Federal-provincial jurisdiction is always a 
challenge. The federal government wants to ensure it is not stepping 
into a provincial jurisdiction and provincial governments may be 
waiting for the federal government to take leadership. 


Provinces and the federal government work together often in a 
constructive way. The leader of the Liberal Party pointed out that 
when he was premier, the government of Ontario worked with the 
Liberal government in Ottawa to address issues of inequitable access 
to safe water and infrastructure in aboriginal communities. The 
federal-provincial sharing of jurisdiction, of which water is a classic 
example, does not need to mean inaction or ineffectiveness. It simply 
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needs to be addressed in the development of the strategy. It means 
working with the provinces to solve this problem. 


By the way, I would not consider that to be a great strength of the 
current Conservative government. Consultation with the provinces in 
matters such as its crime bill, Bill C-10, and other matters has been 
missing completely and consultation certainly is necessary in a water 
strategy such as the Liberals are proposing in this motion. 


There is a deficit across Canada in all categories of infrastructure. 
Municipalities, small and large alike, have gone to the federal 
government to reinforce that it is the federal government that has the 
ability to tax. A large percentage of taxes that are levied are federal 
government taxes, but the majority of infrastructure is the 
responsibility of municipalities. There is a mismatch. 


There is over $1 billion in new funding needed immediately, and 
$4.7 billion over the next 10 years to upgrade water and waste water 
infrastructure to existing standards, according to a national report 
regarding first nations reserves. It would take $4.7 billion over 10 
years to address this problem. Those are significant resources 
especially at a time when Canada is facing a slowdown in its 
economy, and we have not yet made up the half a million full-time 
net jobs that we have lost since before the recession. 


@ (1140) 


Let us put this into perspective. What is the cost to the treasury as 
a result of the reduction in taxes for large and profitable 
corporations? Their tax rate will go down from 16.5% to 15.5%. 


I was at a breakfast this morning with the eminent economist Jack 
Mintz from Alberta. When asked about corporate tax rates, he said 
that his view is that they are appropriate right now. They are far 
lower than those in the United States. He is not calling for additional 
tax reductions. 


The Conservative government is planning a corporate tax 
reduction from 16.5% to 15.5%. That will cost the treasury well 
over the $4.7 billion over 10 years that is needed for first nations 
waste water and drinking water infrastructure. 


Rather than further reduce corporate taxes, the government could 
decide that it would be more important to ensure that first nations 
living in communities without running water have safe drinking 
water and waste disposal. Imagine that. Is the government able to 
rethink its ideological decisions and do what is right to provide 
justice and equality for our first nations people? I hope so. 


What about the government's new approach to crime? It will mean 
harsher and longer sentences for young people. Criminologists and 
people working in our criminal justice system say that will be 
counterproductive. 


Many aspects of Bill C-10 are widely criticized by criminologists 
and public safety professionals. Many Canadians are concerned 
about the increased criminalization of Canadians and the effect that 
would have on first nations. The reality is there is a disproportionate 
number of first nations people in our jails, and it will be even worse 
when Bill C-10 passes. 
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We have been arguing that those funds should be put into supports 
to prevent young aboriginal people in our cities from ending up in 
prison, as opposed to bringing in longer prison sentences, more 
prison sentences, and inflexible sentencing. 


There are nine former bills rolled into that one bill. The 
Parliamentary Budget Officer has estimated that the government's 
crime agenda will cost $5 billion. Let us take that $5 billion and use 
it to upgrade the water infrastructure in remote first nations 
communities, those communities where people are carrying their 
water in buckets. Let us solve that problem rather than throwing 
more aboriginal young people in jail. I would ask the Conservative 
members to think about that. 


Does it make more sense to add more prisoners to our already 
overcrowded prisons? Because of overcrowding, 85% of prisoners 
cannot access the drug treatment programs or anger management 
programs they are required to do under the conditions of their 
corrections plan. The government added $120 million over five years 
for security, for dog teams, ion scanners and security experts. Why? 
Because overcrowding leads to more criminal behaviour in prison. 
The government wants to further overcrowd the prisons and dump 
more money into prison security, and yet it is cutting the drug 
treatment program in prisons. This is only going to get worse and 
become more expensive. 


We should use the funds that Canada will have to dedicate because 
of Bill C-10 and the overcrowded prisons to address the lack of 
access to running water in our first nations communities. 


@ (1145) 


As of last year, 116 first nations reserve communities across 
Canada were under a drinking water advisory. On average, these 
drinking water advisories last a year. They cannot drink water for 
that period of time. What are they going to do? They are going to 
spend time boiling that water, using expensive diesel fuel or other 
fuel that in some cases has been flown into their communities, so 
they and their children do not get sick. 


That is completely unacceptable. Too many of these communities 
have living conditions that are shocking to Canadians when 
travelling to other countries and seeing some of the communities 
without running water and waste disposal: We should be shocked 
into action, knowing that those communities are rampant in Canada. 


There are a number of things that have led to this problem. The 
government's response so far has been to cut Environment Canada's 
environmental monitoring program. We need to add resources. The 
answer is not regulation without resources. These communities do 
not have resources. 


I want to just touch on some of the myths about water in Canada. I 
recently hosted a policy breakfast in Vancouver Quadra with a very 
eminent, recognized professor at UBC, Dr. Karen Bakker. She is the 
author of a book about water called, Eau Canada, which has been 
very highly regarded and has won awards. 


Dr. Bakker came to my policy breakfast to talk about five myths 
of Canada's water. One of them is that we have the most abundant 
fresh water anywhere. That is not true. There are countries that have 
more fresh water, and certainly on a volume of water per square 
hectare, we are not near the top of the pack. 
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The myth is that our fresh water is clean. In fact, we lag in terms 
of the cleanliness of our water. Unfortunately we know that some of 
our industrial developments are contaminating our water. With some 
of our farming practices, even in the Fraser Valley, in today's era of 
understanding the threats to groundwater of overusing fertilizer or 
mismanaging the disposal of sewage from livestock, we still see the 
contamination of our streams, creeks and aquifers. Canada's water is 
not as clean as Canadians would like to think. 


We also think our waste water is being treated before it goes back 
into the environment, as it should be. According to Dr. Bakker, 
Canada has nothing to be proud of in terms of our waste water 
treatment standards. 


There is a myth that our water is well-regulated and unfortunately 
that is also untrue. When I was the minister of environment in British 
Columbia, I discovered that British Columbia was called the wild 
west for groundwater because there was absolutely zero regulation of 
that water. Anyone could put a well of any size anywhere and extract 
water from the ground without any regulatory oversight or rules. One 
of the things I was able to do as a provincial minister was to 
introduce the first-ever groundwater regulations in British Columbia. 


Last, according to Dr. Bakker, people's conception about threats to 
our water is the export of bulk water to the United States. That is one 
of the biggest threat. In fact, Dr. Bakker's view is that this is a low 
risk because the northern U.S. states would prevent it. Their water 
regulatory regimes are stronger than in Canada. The risk is that 
Canadians do not understand the depth and extent of the problems 
with our water supplies. 


I want to get back to the situation of first nations bearing the brunt 
of the challenges of having clean running water and waste water 
treatment. There is a lack of drinking water and a lack of adequate 
sanitation and flush toilets. 


@ (1150) 


First nations communities are 90% more likely to lack running 
water than other Canadian and non-first nation homes. Just think 
about that. That is simply unacceptable and we cannot allow it. 
Canada is a country that has a medium rate of income inequality, but 
it is growing faster than income inequality in the United States. This 
kind of neglect of first nations' basic health, safety and access to 
clean water contributes to income inequality. Families are spending 
their time, effort and resources to do something that I, in Vancouver 
Quadra, can do by turning on a tap or flushing the toilet. Those 
families are not spending that time completing high school, or 
getting post-secondary education or finding a way to have jobs and 
economic opportunities in their communities. 
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We do see dramatic differentials in our human and social 
conditions in first nations communities. The levels of lower 
economic opportunities, such as health, education, longevity, infant 
and child mortality, numbers of community members in jail, et 
cetera, are unfortunately higher in first nations communities. First 
nations make up 2.7% of the adult population, yet 18.5% of the 
prison population and that is unacceptable. However, it does not 
come out of the blue. It ties into our inability or unwillingness as 
governments to put our shoulders to the wheel and work together to 
tackle this very basic determinant of the quality of life, which is to 
have safe running water and waste water treatment. 


We need a real strategy, not just a list of problems and goals. We 
need to have the actions, the accountability for those actions and we 
need to take care of this problem and we need to start now. 


@ (1155) 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, it is hard for me to believe we are talking about 
Canada and about children who are using a bucket as a washroom. 
We are talking about sewage going out into open ditches. We are 
talking about those who do not have clean drinking water. We are 
talking about Canada where the gap between the rich and the poor is 
getting wider. I see that in my own community. 


I want to focus today on the aboriginal students and young people. 
I am absolutely amazed that there is even a need for this debate, that 
the government is not rushing out saying that it has not known this 
was happening and that it is going to go out and fix this right now. 
The government did that for banks. It fixed the problems of banks 
and oil companies by giving them huge tax breaks and money. 


What are some concrete steps the government could take straight 
away to ensure that no child in Canada lives in these kinds of 
conditions? 


Ms. Joyce Murray: Madam Speaker, the government could take 
the $5 billion over 10 years that is required to get the job done and 
dedicate those funds to do that. It could work with first nations and 
the provinces to map out the action to do that. 


I would add on the fact that first nations children are in this 
situation, the federal government is responsible for that in many 
cases. For example, the Tsay Keh Dene in North Interior British 
Columbia in the Rocky Mountain Trench are a people who used to 
have 7.5 million hectares that they occupied in their hunting and 
fishing lifestyle. When government came in to build a dam in that 
area, it flooded the rich bottom land and the community was moved 
by the then Department of Indian and Northern Affairs to a 13- 
hectare swamp land site on the side of Finlay Road, which was a 
logging road in the area at 72 miles. They were told that this was 
their new home. They were given stacks of three quarter inch 
plywood and 2x4s and told that they could build their houses. They 
had no infrastructure for sewage and water. They had plywood 
shacks with no insulation. That was the new community for the Tsay 
Keh Dene thanks to INAC. That is the kind of thing the federal 
government— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I must give an opportunity 
for other members to ask questions. 


The hon. member for Wetaskiwin. 


Mr. Blaine Calkins (Wetaskiwin, CPC): Madam Speaker, I 
listened intently to the member for Vancouver Quadra. She has made 
numerous references to the publication, Eau Canada, specifically to 
a piece authored by Dr. Bakker, who was clear that Canada needed to 
strengthen governance of water in Canada. 


Does the member support legal standards for drinking water for 
first nations that other Canadians enjoy? 


@ (1200) 


Ms.- Joyce Murray: Madam Speaker, of course I support 
standards for drinking water, but that is only the beginning. 


A federal government years ago moved first nations out of their 
traditional territory and put them into small reserves that were totally 
unsuitable. It disrupted the ecologies of the game and fish that were 
the basis of their livelihoods. The government has a far greater 
responsibility than to just say that there will be some standards. 


To go back to the people of the Tsay Keh Dene, after a few years 
of trying to live in these uninsulated shacks with no services, having 
to drive down the road to get buckets of water out of the creek, they 
just moved out and went back into the forest to try to live in their 
historic way again. It was completely untenable to live in the reserve. 


How many of our first nations are in that very same situation 
because the representatives of the people of Canada took those kinds 
of actions and dismissed and denied their rights? 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Madam Speaker, I 
listened very intently to the hon. member. However, this is not just 
an issue for aboriginal people in Canada, although it is a crisis in 
their communities, it is also a pan-Canadian issue and an 
environmental issue, which will not get the attention it needs if the 
government continues to cut Environment Canada, putting water 
inspection at risk. 


We understand that the frontbench of the Conservative govern- 
ment did the same thing when it was the frontbench of the Harris 
government in the province of Ontario. It cut water inspection there 
and that led to the tragedy of Walkerton, which is known to this day. 
We will look very closely at whether the government will take the 
issue of water seriously. 


Her party was in government for 12 years. Why did it not address 
this issue? How can the House really believe that the Liberal Party 
will be serious about this issue now when it certainly was not on its 
agenda when it was in government and could have actually done 
something about it. 
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Ms. Joyce Murray: Mr. Speaker, the Liberal leader very wisely 
called for this to be a debate about how to move forward on a critical 
issue. If the member wants to talk about the past, I could ask why the 
leader of his party was the one responsible for bringing down a 
Liberal government that had actually consulted with first nations and 
consulted with the provinces over the course of a year and a half and 
come up with the Kelowna accord to address this very issue? It was 
his leader and his party that undermined that accord and they should 
take responsibility for that. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, everyone agrees that the issue of access to drinking 
water, social housing and the infrastructure to support all of that is a 
priority for Canada. However, several conditions created by the 
Liberals continue to undermine access to drinking water, as well as 
the health and dignity of first nations communities. For instance, the 
Liberals put a cap on federal spending for aboriginal communities, 
limiting it to a 2% annual increase. As we know, both inflation and 
aboriginal population growth are higher than 2%. The fact is, the 2% 
cap translates into declining investments. 


Will my Liberal colleague and her party now support eliminating 
the cap that they themselves established when they were in power? 


[English] 


Ms. Joyce Murray: Mr. Speaker, I know it is not reasonable to 
expect that the member would have read the Liberal Party platform 
but that was explicitly in the Liberal Party's platform. 


Many things need to be done in Canada by governments but we 
need to focus here on the specifics of the drinking water and waste 
water infrastructure that is needed. That is what this motion asks the 
government to do and the other parties to support. I understand that 
there are many associated issues. 


One of the NDP members talked about environmental issues. I 
have a whole set of thoughts about how we contributed to the 
drinking water problems by doing resource developments without 
proper consultation and planning, and we continue to do that. For 
example, we are seeing a northern gateway pipeline proposal where 
first nations are saying that they were not consulted on it. 
Consultation is important. Preventing water related problems from 
resource development is critical. Replenishing our forests where they 
are being devastated by global warming related infestations, like 
pine beetle, is critical for hydrology. 


There are many things we can do on the environmental level and 
on the social level, as the member just pointed out, with education, 
but we need to put the money for this infrastructure on the table, 
consult, get some action, get some timelines and get this done. 


@ (1205) 


Mr. Ray Boughen (Palliser, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have no 
hesitation in adding my voice in support of my hon. colleague's 
motion to improve water facilities in first nations communities. I 
thank him for demonstrating his party's willingness to work with all 
parliamentarians to advance an issue that has been a priority for 
members of this side of the House since first forming government in 
2006. 
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I can assure the opposition that the Conservative government 
shares this commitment to ensuring that all first nations residents 
will have access to safe, clean and reliable drinking water. We 
recognize that access to safe water, the efficient treatment of waste 
water and the production of sources of drinking water on first nations 
land is critical to ensure the health and safety of first nations people. 


This has been repeatedly demonstrated through our repeated 
investments and in partnership with first nations communities all 
across this country. Our government has made access to safe 
drinking water and effective waste water treatment on reserves a 
national priority. 


Between 2006 and 2013, our government will have invested 
approximately $2.5 billion in water and waste water infrastructure in 
first nations communities. These funds have been put to work under 
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada's capital 
facilities and maintenance program, as well as the first nations water 
and waste water action plan and Canada's economic action plan. 


These investments have steadily increased the effectiveness of 
water services for first nations people and, of course, for first nations 
communities. In making these investments to address water 
challenges on reserves, our government has also made it a priority 
to work in partnership with first nations people to ensure they fully 
benefit from these investments and their voice is heard. 


I will use the example of the Moose Deer Point First Nation in 
Ontario. Our government invested $18 million toward the commu- 
nity's new water treatment plant. That water treatment system 
featured an intake and a wet well that also includes a slow sand- 
filtered treatment. This system enabled water production that meets 
the guidelines of Canadian drinking water quality. 


Thanks to investments by the Moose Deer Point First Nation, the 
Government of Ontario and our government, local residents now 
have a new recreation and health centre. By investing in the health 
and wellness of first nations communities, we are also helping to 
stimulate the local economy and open up opportunities for 
community members to enjoy fitness activities close to their own 
homes. 


Our government has invested in 17 capital infrastructure projects 
throughout the Atlantic region to achieve both social and economic 
progress. While these funds are primarily targeted at water and waste 
water infrastructure, they are also helping to fund road construction 
and road maintenance, plus emergency management, such as the 
purchase of new fire trucks, which also depend on a reliable supply 
of water. 


All of these investments in community infrastructure for first 
nations are helping to stimulate economic growth, foster sustainable 
first nations communities and support stronger, safer and healthier 
communities. 
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The Sheshatshiu Innu First Nation in Newfoundland and Labrador 
is receiving over $7 million to facilitate upgrades to its waste water 
collection and for the design and construction of new mechanical 
sewage treatment plants. This investment has enabled the commu- 
nity to improve its waste water disposal, while creating over 1,600 
hours of employment. 


On the opposite side of the country, the White River First Nation 
in Yukon Territory is benefiting from design changes in two 
treatment plant systems to help temper water correctly, as well as 
new on-line chlorine analyzers. These improvements are empower- 
ing first nations groups to provide clean, safe water to all people in 
their communities. 


-The Iskut First Nation in British Columbia has taken advantage of 
our government's $1.4 million investment to enhance the drinking 
water system in that community by constructing ultraviolet and 
chlorine disinfection systems as well. 


@ (1210) 


Then there is the example of the Dene Tha’ First Nation in 
Alberta, which opened its Chateh Water Treatment Plant earlier this 
year. The new plant is equipped with membrane filtration, the latest 
in water filtration technology. This new technology goes beyond the 
conventional plant filtration and delivers quality that surpasses the 
requirement of current standards. 


Construction was completed on a new raw water reservoir and the 
water intake pipe was also replaced on this reserve. Repairs were 
also completed on the existing water plant, the fire pump and water 
main to optimize the existing plants. 


The Government of Canada contributed $11.8 million to this 
initiative from the $1.4 billion investment for aboriginal peoples 
under Canada's economic action plan. However, it was the work and 
the planning at the community level that really made this project 
happen. The community leaders and residents of the Dene Tha' 
recognized that in addition to ensuring safe, clean drinking water, 
infrastructure projects like this bring forth other benefits. They 
provide opportunities for skills development and meaningful jobs. 
They help to spur economic growth, laying the foundation for long- 
term prosperity. 


The Black Lake and Fond du Lac communities of the Denesuline 
First Nation in Saskatchewan also reaped the benefits of our 
government's $18 million investment in two new sewage systems. 


Likewise, the Piapot Cree First Nation has benefited from 
partnerships with the federal government. Our $4.2 million 
investment in the community has resulted in the expansion of its 
water treatment plant, including the building of a new well, increased 
building and reservoir size, and the development of new treatment 
equipment that carries out reverse osmosis. 


In Manitoba, the water and sewer project at Fisher River First 
Nation has been completed, generating positive results for local 
residents. It consists of a new water treatment plant, a new lagoon, 
water distribution and sewage collection piping, as well as multiple 
trucks. Again, the benefits extend beyond immediate improvements 
to public health to include economic development opportunities for 
the people of the Fisher River First Nation. 


Another inspiring example of the power of partnerships is the 
water treatment plant at Kahnawake in Quebec. The community's 
water treatment plant is truly an outstanding facility that meets the 
needs of this community's growing population. 


I could cite further examples all across the country. The stories I 
have outlined underscore the power of partnerships and what we can 
achieve when we work together toward common goals. Partnerships 
also acknowledge that responsibility for providing water and waste 
water services to first nations is shared among band councils and the 
federal government. 


Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada provides 
funding and advice regarding the design, construction, operation and 
maintenance of water and waste water facilities. It also sets standards 
through protocols and provides funding for training staff, such as 
water treatment plant operators. However, the hands-on, day-to-day 
business of water and waste water management rests with the 
communities. That is why we must work together. 


Our long-term goal is to do more than just improve water quality. 
We also want to increase the capacity of first nations communities to 
manage and operate water and waste water services, plus, develop 
skills to design and construct facilities in accordance with 
established standards. 


Through initiatives such as the circuit rider training program, 
which other speakers have highlighted, the number of first nations 
operators who are certified or in training toward certification has 
steadily increased. 


The extension of the first nation water and waste water action plan 
continues to support water and waste water treatment facility 
construction and renovation, as well as the operation and 
maintenance of these facilities, the training of operators, and related 
public service activities on reserve. 


In budget 2010, the Conservative government recognized the need 
to continue to support first nations communities in the provision of 
safe water treatment. We allocated an additional $330 million to 
extend the first nation water and waster water action plan for two 
more years. 


That funding is in addition to the annual departmental allocation 
of approximately $200 million and the $187.7 million over 2009-11 
under Canada's economic action plan. 


@ (1215) 


Of course, there are challenges that remain. These challenges will 
require the concerted and co-operative effort of all parliamentarians. 
This was reinforced by the national assessment of water and waste 
water systems in first nation communities. As the Minister of 
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development acknowledged at the 
time of its release, more needs to be done, especially in capacity 
building and monitoring. 
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I would point out that this is the first time that a national 
assessment of this scope has ever been commissioned by a federal 
government. It is a reflection of our commitment to transparency and 
accountability. The national assessment is an unprecedented 
reference tool that will support our work going forward. We have 
developed a response plan to address the findings and recommenda- 
tions of that report. | 


The response plan is built on current programs and initiatives to 
improve on-reserve drinking water. We will implement this plan in 
partnership with the first nations communities. Our government will 
continue to work with first nations by investing in infrastructure, 
monitoring and capacity. Work is currently under way to address 15 
high risk water systems this year. On infrastructure alone, our 
government plans to invest in an additional 57 water systems by 
fiscal year 2015, a very ambitious but doable project. In addition, we 
will continue to invest in capacity building, which the report 
highlighted is a major challenge in maintaining effective water and 
waste water systems. 


We also recognize that legislation is required to ensure that first 
nations have the same protection regarding safe water as other 
Canadians already have. With the introduction of Bill S-11, we were 
already well on our way to achieving that goal prior to the last 
election. As a result of the dissolution of Parliament on March 26, 
2011, the proposed safe drinking water for first nations act died at 
committee on second reading in the Senate. That was certainly not 
our wish. 


I can assure members that this was only a temporary setback. The 
Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development and his 
officials have been engaged in a dialogue on safe drinking water 
with first nations. With the benefit of that input, the minister will 
reintroduce legislation to ensure that first nations have access to safe, 
clean and reliable drinking water. The opposition has no reason to 
doubt that the Conservative government will continue to make safe 
drinking water and effective waste water treatment on reserves a 
national priority, from coast to coast to coast. 


I urge all members of Parliament to work with the Government of 
Canada to accelerate the progress we have already made on this very 
important file. 


@ (1220) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Jonathan Tremblay (Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute- 
Côte-Nord, NDP): Mr. Speaker, we have seen where their priorities 
lie. Perhaps there was one bill that did not pass because of the 
election, but the government began by focusing on omnibus bills, 
such as the one on crime, for example, instead of presenting concrete 
measures to fix aboriginal issues. 1 


I have a specific question. This morning, I heard that the 
government supported the Liberal motion. Will the government still 
support it, even with the amendment? And will the government 
commit to taking tangible action and putting its heart and soul into 
fixing the problem, and not just for the photo ops or for scoring 
political points at the expense of aboriginal peoples? 


Business of Supply 
[English] 


Mr. Ray Boughen: Mr. Speaker, is only fair to say that there are 
many responsibilities, many requests, many issues to deal with in 
government. Certainly, ensuring there is safe water for aboriginal 
folks is a top priority of this government. 


We would be wrong to suggest that no other issues are before 
Parliament; there are many issues. Today we are looking at the safe 
water issue, and we are working very hard to ensure that safe water is 
a way of life on all reserves from coast to coast to coast. 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
if there is one thing to take from the intent of today's motion and 
debate, it is where we go from here. One not uncommon question in 
infrastructure investment once something is built is how it continues 
to provide for the community going forward in terms of operations 
and maintenance. If we look at Kashechewan, the infrastructure 
existed. While we can debate whether it was the right plant in the 
right place, one thing that the report said was truly lacking was 
training for the operators of that plant. 


Does my colleague think that even before any government makes 
a commitment to bricks and mortar and to working toward the 
development of infrastructure, there has to be a training component 
and human resource development so that these issues and problems 
can be addressed with local answers and initiatives? 


Mr. Ray Boughen: Mr. Speaker, we have looked at that issue 
very carefully. In presenting the bill to the House, we wanted to 
make sure we covered as many options and bases as possible. In the 
discussion here, we are suggesting that the work on clean water will 
provide many opportunities for skill developments. We are looking 
at having first nations people manning their own operations, being 
trained how to handle water and waste water to make it safe. The 
development will result in many meaningful jobs and help to spur 
the economy, because it will offer employment to people who may 
not be employed at the time the training happens. There will be 
economic growth helping to lay a foundation for long-term 
prosperity of the many first nations people who will be working 
on water treatment. 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I understand that the 
Assemblée des Premiéres nations du Québec et du Labrador passed a 
resolution to explore regulatory development and that it in fact 
reconfirmed the resolution in September of this year. The Atlantic 
Policy Congress passed a similar resolution. 


Could the member for Palliser enlighten the House as to whether 
other first nations have been consulted in the development of this 
legislation in the way those two bodies have? 


@ (1225) 


Mr. Ray Boughen: Mr. Speaker, in answer to the question, I will 
share this with the House. Since 2006, Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development Canada and Health Canada have engaged 
with first nations and first nations organizations at the provincial and 
territorial level to develop a framework that will allow all first 
nations people access to water treatment systems and to make sure 
that the project moves forward. 
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When the bill was crafted, this issue was taken into consideration 
and it has been addressed. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jean Rousseau (Compton—Stanstead, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to congratulate the hon. member opposite for this 
marvellous display of actions, measures and programs to help 
aboriginals and first nations. However, the 2011 Auditor General's 
report states that there are still many gaps and that they are related to 
communication and the transfer of power, authority and freedom that 
would allow first nations to take action in their own communities. In 
the end, despite all the steps that have been taken in the past, we 
have not seen any progress in term of children's health and the safety 
of waste water management infrastructure. 


How can we believe that the government will really take action to 
make drinking water accessible to families, women and children so 
that first nations can operate freely in terms of federal programs? 


[English] 


Mr. Ray Boughen: Mr. Speaker, as we said earlier in the 
presentation to the House, government cannot solve all ills of society 
in one move and, certainly, we acknowledge that much has to be 
done in this Parliament to help the first nations and that we have to 
work together to ensure safe drinking water and the disposal of waste 
water. 


What happened prior to the introduction of this bill is water under 
the bridge, if members will pardon the pun. We certainly cannot go 
back and fix that. What we will do is move forward and deal with the 
issues that are current today and tomorrow. 


Mr. LaVar Payne (Medicine Hat, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in 
addition to thanking my colleague for all of the information he has 
provided, I would like to ask how the government is working with 
partners to improve water quality across first nations. 


Mr. Ray Boughen: Mr. Speaker, the government is well aware 
that the only course of action that really works well is partnerships. 
When we have strong partnerships, things happen. 


We are looking at increased access by first nations to water 
systems, and first nations folks are talking about the work that will 
eventually move to 375 operators, all of whom will be trained 
people. 


That is part of the answer to ensuring there are partnerships and 
like-thinking and designs that will carry things forward. Indeed, 
waste water projects will affect 36,000 people in a positive manner. 


That will all be part and parcel of the bill when it is tabled here in 
the House. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
being a member of Parliament from Manitoba and having had the 
experience of being in the Manitoba Legislature for a number of 
years, there are few issues that really touch a person as much as the 
fundamentals of being able to live. 


There is a certain expectation, I believe, that Canadians have as a 
whole in terms of normal living standards. Year after year would go 
by and we continue to have this outstanding issue on the quality of 
water for thousands of Manitobans. 


I believe, at the end of the day, that there is no political party in 
this Chamber that can escape the issue of blame for not doing 
enough. All political parties have to take some responsibility. When 
we talk about the children in northern Manitoba and the importance 
in terms of getting them that healthy commodity of water, we have 
had administrations of all political stripes attempt a solution. 
Ultimately, in some ways, there has been some success, but it has 
been very limited success. 


There has been a great deal of frustration because there is a sense 
that governments are not doing enough to provide what is an 
absolutely essential service, which is to have access to water. 
Imagine people living in a northern rural community where they 
have to exit their homes and go to a lake or a river with a pail to 
scoop up some water to be brought home, so that they can get rid of 
waste or have it to boil Kraft dinner, for use in doing dishes, or 
having that drink, or having it available to mix with kool-aid 
packages, or whatever it might be. 


A vast majority of Canadians have very little understanding and, I 
would argue, very little appreciation of the degree to which 
individuals who do not have that simple access to whatever have 
to go through. In other words we can sympathize. There is no doubt 
that we can sympathize with what is happening. However, can we 
really empathize with what is happening in these rural communities, 
not only in Manitoba but throughout our country? 


My focus, of course, for now is on the province of Manitoba. 
About a year ago, the Winnipeg Free Press, which is one of 
Manitoba's most read papers, did a fairly decent story on the issue. I 
believe it was on the reserve at Red Sucker Lake and that area. It 
drew a lot of attention to the issue. 


The reason why I raise that is because I believe we all have 
somewhat of a role and responsibility to educate. Through that 
education, I believe the more people who are aware of the situation, 
the greater the need will be to try to get this issue resolved. 


I have had the opportunity in many different forums to enter into 
discussions about the quality of life in rural Manitoba, particularly 
up north, and with issues dealing with food. I introduced a private 
member's bill back in the Manitoba Legislature suggesting that we 
need to have one price for milk because of how important milk is to 
the children up north. There was a feeling that we needed to make it 
affordable because quite often pop could be bought for less than 
milk. There is a very low consumption of milk products, nowhere 
near the degree to which people in northern communities could or 
should be drinking milk. Price does matter. 
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We need to get into these types of discussions with our 
constituents because most people believe that every home in Canada 
has access to running water, If they want water, they just go to the 
tap, turn it on and drink it. 


Most people would be quite surprised to find out that there are 
100-plus communities in this country that do not have the ability to 
turn on the water at the kitchen sink and use it at their discretion. 
That is why I appreciate media outlets like the Winnipeg Free Press 
highlighting the seriousness of the issue. 
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This begs the question: What should be happening? It is not like 
this is a new issue. This issue has been around for years. As I 
indicated at the beginning of my comments, all political parties have 
dropped the ball to a certain degree. 


With the motion today, we are trying to raise the ante. We are 
saying that the Government of Canada needs to recognize that it is 
now time for the government to act, even though many would argue 
that the government should have acted yesterday. This opposition 
day provides a wonderful forum for the government to clearly state 
on the record that it will put in some timelines, that it will make a 
commitment as to how it will approach this issue. 


The leader of the Liberal Party referenced his visit to a rural 
community in Ontario where he saw first-hand the impact of no 
water coming out of a tap. Being so touched by that, he went back to 
the Ontario Legislature in Toronto and said something had to be 
done. He took the initiative to work with the federal government in 
order to make a difference for the communities he represented as 
premier of the province of Ontario. 


I, if not all members in this chamber, would recognize this action 
as someone recognizing just how serious the issue was. The 
Constitution and treaty agreements clearly illustrate that it is not an 
issue involving provincial jurisdiction, yet he felt something had to 
be done. In working with the federal government, he was able to at 
least address a part of the issue. 


I understand that the member for Toronto Centre did get a chance 
to meet with Premier Selinger, who has been the Premier of 
Manitoba for a couple of years. He is very familiar with the northern 
caucus, which is made up of all New Democratic MLAs. 


Manitoba has put this issue on the table. From what we 
understand, the Government of Manitoba recognizes the problem 
and it wants to ensure that rural communities, reserves and others do 
have clean running water as all Canadians expect. 


The province of Manitoba is prepared to work with Ottawa. We 
know the leadership within aboriginal communities is strong. There 
is no shortage of individuals within our first nations who do not feel 
passionate about this issue because, in good part, they live it. They 
are constantly dealing with this particular issue. I would suggest that 
they are the major stakeholders in this. Some consultation is needed 
to work in co-operation with our aboriginal leaders. We have to 
broaden it out a bit more to look at the stakeholders. 
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The time has come for the federal government, through this 
motion, to play a stronger role. We have argued this for the last 
number of years as a political entity in the House. At the end of the 
day, we need the federal government to recognize the leadership role 
that it has to play in resolving this issue because, in good part, 
resources matter. If the resources are not there in order to allow this 
clean flowing water into our rural communities, it will not happen. 


If the Government of Canada decides not to play that leadership 
role, there is a good chance the conditions in many of these 
communities will not improve. That is why we would ultimately 
look to the government in Manitoba's case. I have not canvassed all 
of the provinces that would be impacted. I suspect most provinces 
would have concerns within their own areas. I am sure all provinces 
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share the same concern with respect to the availability of clean 
drinking water. However, from Manitoba's perspective, the major 
stakeholders are at the table. At the very least, they now want to see 
leadership coming from the House. 


This opposition day does allow the opportunity for us as 
legislators to raise what we believe are important issues for our 
nation. Our first opposition day dealt with suicide. As a whole, 
people were quite relieved to see the discussion that had taken place. 
I would suggest this is one of those issues that a great majority of 
Canadians would see as the right thing to be talking about today. 


However, to talk about it is one thing; to act on it is another. It is 
the government of the day that ultimately has to take action as we in 
the opposition will hold it to account. If in fact the government takes 
action by coming to the table and demonstrating leadership that will 
make a difference, I will be one of the first to applaud. 


Again, in my province I know that it is doable. It is doable 
because the will is there in the minds of all the stakeholders. The 
only one we need to gauge to see where it is at is the federal 
government. Hopefully, in the next number of weeks we will have a 
better indication in terms of its commitment to provide the resources 
and leadership necessary in order to make a difference. 


It is multi-faceted in the sense that it is not just about building a 
water treatment facility. I realize that hundreds of millions of dollars 
is required in order to resolve the problem because it is not just 
treatment facilities we are talking about. In many ways it has to do 
with holding tanks or the infrastructure in some of the homes 
themselves. There is a serious infrastructure deficit in the delivery of 
water. 
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If we want to resolve this issue, the only way to do it is for the 
federal government must come to the table. There are times we could 
ultimately argue that government needs to cut back on expenditures, 
but for this issue, there is no excuse for us not to take some form of 
action. 


The attorney general back in 2005 made a series of recommenda- 
tions for first nations drinking water. That was not the only time, but 
it was a significant time in the sense that a detailed report came out 
with a series of recommendations on types of things we needed to 
do. It was a good indication that we had dropped the ball, or we were 
not addressing the issue up to that point and we needed to take some 
action. However, since that period, not much has taken place. 


As of 2010, 116 first nations reserves and communities across 
Canada were under drinking water advisories, with a mean average 
duration of almost a year, or 343 days. That is thousands of people 
and a lot of communities. The lack of clean drinking water presents 
serious health threats. We hear a great deal about that. 


I have had the opportunity to meet with individuals from first 
nations. I get the opportunity more than one might think because 
quite often a number of people from the reserves will come to live in 
the beautiful riding of Winnipeg North for a part of the year. This is 
when I am quite often told about the conditions they have to endure. 
That is one of the reasons why I feel it is really an important issue for 
us to deal with. 
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As this point tries to emphasize, it is very much a health issue. 
Clean water is something which I believe will ensure we have 
healthier communities. There are many issues facing our reserves 
and we would like to see the government take this issue and 
demonstrate its commitment to try to improve the infrastructure of 
our reserves, to improve the quality of life on our reserves. This is 
one of those issues which the government can demonstrate very 
clearly a sense of commitment to make a difference. 


About six weeks ago someone approach me about the apology. He 
commented that it was nice, but he wanted to see something that was 
more tangible for now. It was not to belittle what the government had 
done. There was great recognition for the apology for the residential 
schools, and it was very well received, but for him, it had gone past 
that. He said that we needed to look at other conditions. I cannot 
recall, but I would be surprised if we did not talk about water at that 
time. Fresh food and products is always a very major issue, but water 
leads it. 
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Mr. John Carmichael (Don Valley West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague opposite for his thoughtful remarks. It is clear 
that we would all agree this is something many of us take for 
granted, but it is a very important issue that we expect should be 
addressed. To that end, the Winnipeg Free Press published a series of 
articles in 2010 and 2011, highlighting the lack of running water in 
the Island Lake first nations. 


Could the hon. member give us his thoughts with regard to the 
assertions made in that series of articles? 
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I have actually been 
provided one of the articles. It is a fairly lengthy, detailed article that 
Mia Rabson from the Winnipeg Free Press has written. It states from 
the beginning: 

The chief of a northern Manitoba First Nation says his reserve is nearing a water 


crisis after more than half of the band's residents were cut off from a primitive water 
system. 


On Monday, Red Sucker Lake Chief Larry Knott ordered residents to stop using 
water from the holding tanks beneath their homes after four tanks were randomly 
tested and all contained bacteria. More than 100 houses in Red Sucker Lake use the 
tanks... 


It goes on. It is a very good story and that is why I make reference 
to it. It is always encouraging when we get media outlets that pick up 
on those social policies that need to be brought to the public's 
attention. I enjoyed reading the story but, more important, I hope 
many people had the opportunity, like my colleague from across the 
way, to recognize it. 


Now it is up to us to do what we can and, from my capacity, to 
provide accountability and try to encourage and promote, however I 
can, the government to come into Manitoba and to demonstrate the 
leadership that is needed to make the difference with providing 
water. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Dany Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
am very pleased that we can talk about this major issue for the 
aboriginal communities—although it is unfortunate that it is still an 
issue in 2011. 1 represent the NDP on the Standing Committee on 
Health where I am responsible for aboriginal health issues. Every 
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time I ask our witnesses in committee to tell us what the federal 
government can do to improve health for the aboriginal peoples, who 
have a number of health problems—often more than the general 
public—they often tell me the same thing: improve their basic 
sanitary conditions. This includes better housing to ensure that the 
problem of overcrowding does not affect public health, and it is also 
includes improving the drinking water supply. 


I am quite pleased that the Liberals have proposed this discussion 
today. I simply want to agree with the hon. Liberal member that, in 
2011, it is high time for the Conservative government to address the 
drinking water problem in aboriginal communities to ensure that the 
aboriginal peoples can finally enjoy decent living conditions and 
flourish like all other Canadians. 


[English] 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I would agree. There is the 
expectation that people living on reserves are entitled to have living 
conditions that are far more acceptable than what they have today. 
There is no doubt that, between our first nations and our federal 
government, we are never going to achieve that unless there is a 
better sense of co-operation. In that co-operation, the government 
needs to come to the table with the necessary resources. 


Quite often, that also means working with other stakeholders like 
our provinces. They too have a vested interested. When we talk 
about poor quality water and we get children who are sick as a result 
of it, they then go into our health care facilities more often than they 
would normally have to, or require health care services. Those are 
provincially administered. There needs to be more co-operation. 


First nations people have been very good at hammering it out how 
important this issue is and they are bringing it to the government. 
They are saying that they need the help and the government needs to 
respond. We need a government today to say that it understands the 
problem, that it is prepared to deal with the problem, that it will work 
with the Premier of Manitoba and the first nations of Manitoba and 
that it will resolve it in Manitoba. Then the government needs to 
apply the principle to wherever else might be needed. 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
I appreciate the work my colleague has done on this file and in the 
past in the provincial chamber in Manitoba. 


In first nation communities probably one of the most alarming 
health outcomes is the increase in obesity and diabetes. The member 
commented about access to dairy products such as milk and just how 
prohibitive the costs were to buy those products in northern 
communities. 


With illnesses caused by bad water and access to drinking water, 
does the member think that would also have a significant impact on 
the occurrence of diabetes and obesity, two alarming health 
outcomes we have seen in first nation communities over the years? 
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, absolutely. Over the years 
that I served as an MLA, I heard some horror stories. I like to use 
milk as an example because I introduced a bill on numerous 
occasions, which unfortunately did not pass. However, the health 
issue is such a big concern on our reserves. Providing clean flowing, 
drinkable water would make a huge impact in the health conditions 
in those communities. 


I believe there are very few members in this chamber who have an 
excellent appreciation as to the actual health conditions of the 
children who live on reserves today. When we talk about FASD, 
diabetes or obesity, they are serious issues. That is why I believe the 
Government of Canada needs to be more sensitive to what the 
leadership of our first nations people are saying and to create the 
dialogue that is necessary in order to start to resolve some of these 
issues. 


There is no reason why first nations cannot have clean flowing 
water. There is no reason why the parents of those children should 
not be able to afford to buy milk more so than pop. It is endless in 
terms of the examples. It is all about stakeholders getting together 
and acting on some of the concerns the chiefs and others have sent to 
Ottawa, to the local legislatures and others. 


Mr. Greg Rickford (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, for the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency and for 
the Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern 
Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am absolutely delighted to stand in 
this place to speak to this issue. * 


Perhaps somewhat uniquely, it may be useful not just for the 
member from the opposition who tabled the motion, but for the one 
who just spoke to know that I spent eight years of my life living and 
working in isolated and remote first nations communities as a nurse 
before being elected to this place. Furthermore, I worked 
consultatively and in a legal capacity to deal in no small part with 
a number of issues not just around health, but particularly as they 
might relate to safe potable drinking water and responsible waste 
water treatment. 


I am glad that the member who tabled the motion has had 
somewhat of an epiphany. While he was the premier of the province 
of Ontario and while the Liberal Party was governing Canada at that 
time, I was actually a nurse working up in those communities. I can 
assure him that it would have been great if they not only could have 
acted on a number of these structural challenges that are related to 
safe, potable drinking water then, but also developed a responsible 
and strategic policy platform. Had that occurred, I have no doubt we 
would not be in this situation. 


To frame this debate as an intellectual and a practical matter, it is 
important to understand what has gone on here today from this side 
of the House, and that is a willingness to be open, frank and 
transparent about the reality of this debate, where our action is and 
where it is headed. There are three key areas: capacity, legislation 
and infrastructure. 


I am pleased to report to the House that unlike any other exercise 
taken certainly in modern political times, in 2006 we started out with 
a coast to coast to coast consultation with technical experts around 
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the issue of first nations and providing safe potable drinking water 
and waste water treatment for those communities. We spoke at 
length with community members. We talked to departmental policy 
people. That consultation was uniquely and importantly in co- 
operation with the Assembly of First Nations. 


Flowing from that process, a couple of key things happened. I 
want to speak very briefly to those. First, the minister, as he pointed 
out today, directed a report to be done. That information was 
consolidated in a comprehensive way so that we understood what 
pillars ought to form in an effort to overcome the structural 
challenges in more than 600 first nations communities. Many of 
them are isolated and remote. Many of them pose specific technical 
problems for the development of safe drinking water and waste water 
treatment, challenges that are not so common to communities in the 
southern part of the country. 


We embrace the findings of the report. We are happy to report that 
we were acting on those issues long before the report came out. 
Moving forward, we need to understand the importance of 
developing capacity, and the ability of the communities to do 
responsible reporting, monitoring and maintenance of some of these 
highly sophisticated pieces of critical infrastructure. 


I am pleased to report that in the great Kenora riding, our 
investments have included working with Northern Waterworks and 
forming partnerships with Confederation College in an effort to 
ensure that members of these first nations communities can come to 
a centre in Red Lake, in Dryden and/or in Kenora to get the technical 
certifications they require to operate these pieces of infrastructure 
and to do the reporting and the maintenance. In more than a few 
cases, these first nations folks have gone back to their communities 
and have been making serious inroads on the reporting, maintenance 
and operation of these facilities. Ironically, their degree of 
certification has put them in demand in communities across the 
great Kenora riding and in fact across the country. 
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In some instances, the minister and I had an opportunity to travel 
to parts of Quebec where we saw first-hand first nations 
communities and municipalities sharing not just the infrastructure 
itself but the technical capacity which is so essential to provide safe 
drinking water and waste water treatment. 


Earlier this morning we heard the minister speak passionately and 
eloquently about the legislation that needs to be in place. We have 
identified from our coast to coast to coast consultations the need to 
have an enforceable piece of legislation that is more than just a frame 
of reference for the first nations and aboriginal communities. Also, 
the government needs to create standards that deal with some of the 
challenges that the jurisdictions have posed. 
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For example, our government took a responsible approach to this 
as we did our analysis of high risk communities. We found that from 
one province to another there were some parts of the legislation 
which were not the same. The federal government made a 
responsible decision at that time in terms of assessing the risk 
category for those first nations communities. We found that we ought 
to identify how to fill that vacuum and ensure that first nations 
communities across the country had a nationalized standard. This 
would fill a legal vacuum which was identified as a long-standing 
problem. As I mentioned in my introductory remarks, these 
problems are not a phenomenon of the last four years; they go 
back several decades. 


I appreciated hearing from the member who tabled this motion 
earlier today. This issue is so serious that we ought not to be in an 
exercise of one-upmanship. We have done so much lately, 
particularly in the last four years, thoughtfully and comprehensively 
to embrace the findings, for example, of the Neegan Burnside report 
to address these issues. 


Finally, there is no dispute that we need to continue to build on the 
infrastructure challenges that first nations communities across the 
region face. I am pleased to report that even before the coast to coast 
to coast consultation began, we were dealing with some of the 
findings of a previous government dating back to 2001. We moved 
very quickly to address some of the critical infrastructure. I have 
been involved in my region and across northern Ontario. I have 
attended the grand openings of a number of water treatment facilities 
and waste water treatment plants. 


This is an ongoing cyclical process. At times it is highly technical 
depending on the kinds of surfaces that may exist in a first nation 
community. For example, in the Island Lake region and on the 
tundra, similar to the great Kenora riding, there is a serious challenge 
in terms of laying pipes in and around or underneath the rock. 


I speak from considerable experience. I was the nurse in charge of 
St. Theresa Point, one of the four communities in the Island Lake 
region, for some time. I saw first-hand back in the late 1990s and 
early 2000s that these challenges were there. I had a chance to work 
through some of the health problems those communities faced as a 
result of this ongoing challenge. These are things we have to keep in 
mind. 


This will help us organize the discussion around those three things 
that we have done. 


We remained committed from the outset to a five point plan of 
action for drinking water in first nations communities. Moving 
forward, it is our intention in the immediate year to address the solid 
evidence flowing from these reports that tell us which communities 
need critical infrastructure. We are going to act on that. 


In addition, there is a plan for the completion of more than 57 
water systems over the next four years. 
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There are plans to invest in almost 25% of the water systems that 


the national assessment identified, which I referred to earlier as high 
overall risk. 


By any measure this is an ambitious goal. It is an important 
investment. I am delighted to hear that the Liberal Party is finally on 
board with us in terms of these measures. It is important to say that 
some progress had been made back in the day, and that those 
governments moved to understand on a community to community 
basis what challenges were being posed at the time. 


What is great about what we have been doing for the last four or 
five years is that instead of just labelling something as being 
nationalized, we actually have a national strategy that brings together 
all of the essential components of the road map moving forward. I 
spoke about the three pillars, but again by way of review, it is 
important to understand that technical experts and community 
members were involved in this. At the time I was legal counsel in the 
Kenora riding working with community members to help them 
describe in layperson terms some of the challenges and technical 
terms. Some of them just wanted to bounce ideas off me, and I was 
more than pleased to work with them in that regard. 


Importantly, perhaps for the first time in a long time, if ever, on a 
key file like this, we worked in full partnership with the AFN to 
identify the determinants of a successful road map to deal with 
ensuring that the ultimate goal would be the kind of safe potable 
drinking water and appropriate waste water treatment which, I think 
it is fairly safe to say, a number of Canadians in other communities 
would not so much take for granted—that would be unfair to say 
because we have seen situations where these systems have broken 
down—but certainly would assume would be there for them. 


Moving forward, I am more than pleased to say that our additional 
investments flowing from Canada's economic action plan have 
supported more than 20 accelerated waste and waste water 
infrastructure projects and have been essential to the communities 
they serve. We need to continue to build on that. 


It goes without saying with respect to the pith and substance of 
this motion that this side of the House is in a great position not just in 
political terms but in terms of the deeply personal and long-standing 
professional experience to which I have alluded. We must continue 
to move forward on the trajectory that this appears to be on, which is 
to work with first nations communities and leadership in combina- 
tion with other stakeholders which we know to be important, such as 
the colleges and institutions that provide the certification. 


I have worked closely with the Department of Human Resources 
and Skills Development, and I know the minister fully understands 
the importance of training. These are examples of other kinds of 
investments, and I saw the nods of approval as the minister was 
speaking this morning, that are absolutely essential components to 
the development of a successful road map in terms of process and in 
terms of actual outcomes. They are essential in providing safe 
potable drinking water and appropriate waste water treatment, and 
addressing a number of health issues that have arisen in aboriginal 
communities across the country in the absence, from time to time, of 
the capacity of the infrastructure to deliver safe drinking water and 
appropriate waste water treatment. 
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We want to continue to work with first nations to help achieve 
long-term sustainability. That is the objective. This is a file that is 
ongoing. Obviously, in many instances we are talking about isolated 
and remote communities where there are specific and unique 
challenges. There is a need for proper planning. For example, in the 
great Kenora riding, 25 of the 42 first nations communities are 
isolated and inaccessible by road. The delivery of equipment and 
materials that are going to build these communities needs to be 
planned. 


In many instances, we are talking about the development of 
lagoons. Obviously the weather needs to co-operate and I will refer 
that matter to the Minister of the Environment. I can report, though, 
that the Kenora riding had a beautiful, long summer that allowed the 
construction of a lot of important projects, not just for safe drinking 
water and waste water treatment but building schools, small business 
centres and police stations in isolated first nations communities. 


We are going to continue to work with first nations leadership. We 
are going to continue to listen to community members, technical 
experts, stakeholders such as colleges and important people like our 
friends at Northern Waterworks. I meet with them regularly to ensure 
that folks in communities have the skill sets not only to operate what 
is currently in place, but also to ensure that as the infrastructure is 
modernized they have the technical certifications to operate the new 
equipment. 


Our investments must always be made on the basis of common 
sense and partnership. Solutions must be developed carefully to 
ensure that they meet the long-term goals of a community. In some 
instances, where first nations communities are adjoined or near 
cities, we must understand the importance of partnerships and shared 
resources. That means engaging a broader set of stakeholders in 
some instances. 


The minister and I have seen real examples of how this can be 
successful, especially in light of our trip to Quebec. The scope of this 
assessment conducted by the federal government included physical 
inspections of 1,300 water and waste water systems, more than 800 
wells and 1,900 septic fields. Inspectors visited nearly 600 
communities in nine regions across the country. If colleagues are 
looking for a threshold test, I would submit that it is met. The 
national assessment is a vital part of the process to improve water 
and waste water systems. It is an effort to provide the most accurate 
account possible of the current state of these systems and their 
requirements moving forward. 


It will help and has helped first nations communities. This 
government focuses its efforts on priority areas. It points to solutions 
and helps to ensure the maximum use of taxpayer dollars. It 
addresses this long-standing issue in a number of first nations 
communities across the country to bring safe drinking water and 
responsible waste water treatment to first nations communities. 


I am pleased to report that on so many fronts, we are getting the 
job done. I appreciate the minister's robust efforts and our 
government's direction to get on this issue early, in partnership with 
first nations communities, and move forward. 
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Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, generally, members who question a speaker say they 
listened very carefully to the hon. member's speech. The truth of the 
matter is I did not. I kind of tuned out after about 15 bromides and 
platitudes. 


This is a call to action for the government. I think I lost count of 
how many times I heard that the government is going to work with 
the stakeholders, is going forward with all the plans that it is making, 
that it is talking to the stakeholders, working in various partnerships, 
et cetera. I offer insincere apologies to the hon. member for not really 
listening to his speech, because it is much like the minister who, 
when written to by my colleague from St. Paul's, indicated, 
“Regarding the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of 
Indigenous Peoples, the Government of Canada believes that the 
aspirational document sets out a number of principles that should 
guide harmonious and co-operative relationships between indigen- 
ous peoples and the states.” 


I think my question is relatively simple for the hon. member. 
When are we going to move off aspirational documents, when are 
we going to move off aspirational goals, when are going to move off 
aspirational conversations with various stakeholders and, as the 
resolution says, get going by the spring of 2012? 
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Mr. Greg Rickford: Mr. Speaker, I almost need an aspirin after 
that question, but what is important is I have tremendous respect for 
the member. I always have had respect for him, but we have agreed 
to disagree on some issues. 


It is unfortunate that he thinks that bromides and platitudes are 
flowing from a person who has spent the greater part of his 
professional life living and working in these isolated communities. 
He can disagree, but to say that the speech that I just gave, or some 
of the actions are bromides and platitudes, to say that the AFN, 
which was very adamant about a process that included it in this 
assessment, is a bromide and a platitude is disrespectful. 


I am going to rise above the fray and say there is nothing about 
this that is a platitude when we look at the money that we have put 
into waste water treatment plants and water treatment plants across 
this country since 2006. 


I was in those communities a long time before I came into this 
place and I take this issue very seriously. Major investments have 
been made. A strategic plan that is already delivering results was 
prescient to many of the points that these assessments and the reports 
identified. 


I do not think it is a bromide or a platitude when a number of first 
nations communities in my riding have real technical certificates to 
operate the sophisticated equipment, which they did not back in the 
1990s and early 2000s when that party was in power. 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I do not really want to get into he said, she said and they 
did, we did. I want to ask a very simple question. 
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Every one of us in this room knows that water is recognized as a 
right by the international community. 


I have very young children. I have grandchildren, too. Would I 
want them growing up in communities where there is not clean 
water? I would say, categorically, no. 


It makes very little difference to me that these little steps are being 
taken because today we still have children living in deplorable 
conditions without access to safe drinking water. 


Is the government ready to commit all the necessary resources to 
ensure every Canadian child has access to clean drinking water, 
which is an internationally recognized human right? 


Mr. Greg Rickford: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the passion with 
which the hon. member put her question. I would respond with a 
similar degree of passion by saying that the government took no little 
step in its action when between 2006-07 and 2012-13 budget cycles 
we have spent approximately $2.5 billion on this file. 


If the member wants inspiration, we can give her as many 
examples as she wants of grassroots-level approaches. People are 
getting technical certificates. Investments are being made in 
partnerships with colleges and organizations that can do the training. 
Facilities are being rehabilitated or replaced to deal with safe 
drinking water and with waste water treatment. 


This government recognized this issue with respect to it 
international scope and implications. Our goal is to ensure that first 
nations communities, particularly communities in isolated and 
remote areas, get the technical support and infrastructure support 
they need to build the kind of infrastructure that would deliver on 
exactly what the member is asking. 
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Mr. Ray Boughen (Palliser, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member 
gave a fine presentation. It was very informative, although some 
people may not appreciate the information. It may be too technical 
for them to absorb. We trust they will be okay with it. 


I am wondering why the national assessment results demonstrated 
such a large increase in risk systems when compared to previous 
reporting done by the department. There seems to be quite a spike 
there. I am wondering if my colleague might touch on that for us. 


Mr. Greg Rickford: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the important work 
that the member is doing with the members of the Standing 
Committee on Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development. 


As a leader in his province in education, he appreciates the 
essential education component that was built into our strategy, in co- 
operation with AFN leadership. 


These are important issues; nobody disputes that. We have the 
same goals. For the first time in a very long time, we have a 
comprehensive, substantive plan that is already delivering on the 
results. 


The national assessment has been the most rigorous and 
comprehensive evaluation of water and waste water systems on 
reserve ever undertaken. In the two years between July 2009 and 
spring 2011, engineers inspected many different on-reserve systems, 
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1,300 water and waste water systems, 800 wells and 571 first nations 
communities. 


What they brought forward had to be dealt with in a 
comprehensive manner in co-operation with first nations stake- 
holders. The joint action plan and the water action plan with 
aboriginal communities across Canada had to be capable, unlike 
reports we had seen earlier in 2001 which were incomplete and fell 
well short of what was required. 


We are working with haste toward the goal of safe drinking water 
and responsible waste water treatment. 


Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
it is a great pleasure to speak in this debate because, as many of my 
colleagues know, water issues are something in which I have a 
profound interest and have been working on almost since being 
elected in 2004. Of course, there is perhaps no more urgent water 
issue in this country today than the quality of drinking water 
available to our first nations people on first nations reserves. 


It is vitally important, in a country like Canada, that no citizen 
living in a community, however small, be without access to potable 
water. It is impossible to understand how, in a country like Canada, 
citizens living in a community would not have access to water for 
sanitation. We know, and it has been said before in this House today 
and many times before today, that water is central to proper 
sanitation. Without proper sanitation, we have outbreaks of 
epidemics, like HINI, because people cannot wash their hands or 
otherwise maintain proper sanitation. Therefore, the issue of quality 
drinking water and quality water for sanitation is not just a question 
of having access to the immediate household staple of quality water, 
it is a question of public health. 


I must congratulate my hon. leader for sponsoring this motion 
today on such an important issue. The impetus for this motion comes 
from a report released in July 2011 called the National Assessment 
of First Nation Water and Wastewater Systems. Just by way of 
background, I will mention that the study covered 97% of first 
nations. Four first nations chose not to participate in the study but 
97% of first nations were covered. Although I am not a statistician, I 


_ know that 97% coverage is a very strong sample size. 


The study found that if we want to bring first nations drinking 
water up to standard, we need to spend a fair amount of money still. 
Even though there have been investments in the past, we need to 
spend $1.08 billion in construction costs and $79.8 million in non- 
construction costs to bring all existing systems up to INACs protocol 
standards. The non-construction costs would involve spending on 
operator training and the development of various kinds of plans. 


Finally, the costs of new servicing, including construction, 
operation and maintenance costs over a 10 year period are estimated 
at $4.7 billion. As members can see, there is a need for an infusion of 
resources if we are to do justice by our first nations people. 
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I will go back to a 2005 report by the Commissioner of 
Environment and Sustainable Development , which I read very 
carefully. From the report, we learned that 460,000 first nations 
people in Canada live on reserves, that Canada has about 600 first 
nations communities and that, of those communities, about 78,000 
first nations people live in about 90 isolated communities without 
any year-round road access. 
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Providing potable water and access to water for sanitation to first 
nations is not an optional policy choice for the current government or 
any other government. The federal government has a fiduciary 
responsibility for the health and well-being of aboriginal Canadians 
living on first nations reserves. That is without dispute. This 
fiduciary responsibility includes ensuring that first nations commu- 
nities have access to safe drinking water. 


By way of information, the federal government exercises direct 
responsibility for first nations drinking water in those communities 
located south of 60, while the territorial governments do so for 
communities north of 60. 


Again, by way of background, there are two federal departments 
that are the most directly involved in ensuring first nations 
communities have access to safe drinking water, one being what 
was formerly called the Department of Indian and Northern Affairs, 
INAC, and the other being Health Canada. INAC funds the cost of 
building and maintaining first nations drinking water systems in 
communities. The department also covers the costs of operating and 
maintaining these systems, including the costs for training and 
certifying water system operators. In addition, the department tests 
source waters that supply first nations drinking water treatment 
plants. That is very important, and I will get into this a little later. 


The efficacy of a water treatment plant depends, not only on the 
technology in that plant but also on the source water that is feeding 
that plant. Therefore, it is extremely important that we protect source 
water in Canada, specifically source water that is very close to 
drinking water treatment plants. 


Health Canada, on the other hand, tests first nations drinking 
water at the tap. Health Canada works with first nations south of 60 
to identify potential drinking water problems, including verification 
and monitoring of the overall quality of drinking water at the tap, 
and we are not talking about source water, and reviewing, 
interpreting and disseminating results to first nations. 


Environment Canada is a third department. I said that there were 
two departments principally involved with the issue of first nations 
drinking water but Environment Canada is also involved. It is 
involved in giving advice and guidance in the area of source water 
protection. 


A fourth department that is also involved is Public Works and 
Government Services Canada. Already we can see that this is a 
complex problem. Yes, it is a problem of money and a problem of 
political will but it is also a problem of the structure and the 
processes of government. I will come back to that a bit later. 


What does Public Works and Government Services Canada do? 
Public Works and Government Services Canada provides Aboriginal 
Affairs and Northern Development with technical services on the 
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design of water treatment plants. If the government were putting out 
tenders to build water treatment plants, obviously this would go 
through Public Works and Government Services and it would supply 
some technical specifications. We already have four departments 
involved. 


I mentioned money and money is important. In fact, one of the 
reasons that first nations were against Bill S-11 was because it 
proposed a regime for creating regulations to govern drinking water 
on first nations reserves but there did not seem to be any money 
attached to that law. A law without the resources to implement the 
law is not much of a law at all. It is just wishful thinking. I would 
point out that spending on first nations water needs has not kept pace 
with the growth of the aboriginal population in Canada. 


There is another problem with government when it comes to 
ensuring quality drinking water on first nations reserves. Yes, there 
are the four departments. They have complex relationships among 
themselves. Yes, there is the problem of not having enough money to 
solve this problem. There is also the problem that it is fundamentally 
a scientific issue. 
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Water policy must be based on science. Water policy requires that 
the government have the scientific resources to identify problems 
that need to be solved. I talked about how Environment Canada 
looks after the protection of source waters on first nations 
communities but it needs to have scientists to do that job properly. 
What we have seen in the last few years, and even more so at an 
accelerated pace, is that the government does not seem to have the 
resources to hire scientists. In fact, the talk at Fisheries and Oceans 
and at Environment Canada is that not only are scientists not allowed 
to speak and are muzzled and discouraged from doing their work, 
but we see that there will probably be, as a result of budget cuts, 
fewer and fewer scientists working inside Environment Canada and 
Fisheries and Oceans. 


The atrophied state of federal water science is a component of this 
problem. It is not something that we notice right off the bat. We said 
that it was a question of money, of political will, and, yes, it is a 
question of those things, but when we scratch under the surface we 
cannot have good water policy, whether we are talking about water 
on first nations reserves or any other aspect of water policy, unless 
we have good science. 


Here is what is extremely interesting and sadly ironic. There are 
no laws and regulations governing the provision of drinking water in 
first nations communities, unlike other communities in Canada. This 
is a situation where the federal government has a fiduciary 
responsibility to guarantee adequate drinking water to first nations 
and yet there are no laws or regulations governing the provision of 
drinking water in first nations communities. 


What is even more ironic is that if people are nurses employed by 
the federal government working in a nursing station on a first nations 
reserve, or if they are employees of the Department of Foreign 
Affairs working in an embassy somewhere around the world, they 
are governed by regulations. The government must provide them 
with drinking water that is up to standard. 
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This is not me speaking. It was mentioned by the Commissioner 
of the Environment and Sustainable Development. I will read a 
passage from his 2005 report: 

Under the Canada Labour Code and the Occupational Safety and Health 
Regulations, every federally regulated employer has to provide its employees with 
drinking water that meets the standards set out in the Guidelines for Canadian 
Drinking Water Quality. Federal employees working in First Nations communities 
are covered by these regulations. 


Is that not ironic? Aboriginal Canadians living in these 
communities are not covered by regulations but federal employees 
working there are. I will continue with the quote: 


We found that in 2002 Health Canada installed small water treatment units in 
nursing clinics and health stations in at least 20 First Nations communities that were 
regularly experiencing drinking water safety problems. This was a result of Human 
Resources and Development Canada intervention to ensure that federal employees 
working in these facilities would be provided with safe drinking water as prescribed 
under the Canada Labour Code. 


This is an irony that cannot be allowed to stand much further. This 
is obviously a glaring problem. 
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This is a complex issue and there is a scientist, Dr. Hans Peterson, 
who works in the north and who has dedicated a tremendous amount 
of time in his career to helping first nations communities solve their 
drinking water problems. He has found that water filtration is by no 
means a simple and straightforward matter. It is not a question of just 
installing, plugging in, and activating a filtration unit. The kind of 
filtration system a community requires depends on the quality of its 
source water, which I mentioned earlier. 


This comes back to the issue of lack of coordination. In many 
cases, filtration system designers, who may even be located in an 
engineering firm in another country, have limited knowledge of the 
characteristics of source water in the community in question. 
Obviously, this is ironic. 


According to Dr. Peterson, Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 
Development, which was INAC at the time, appeared less than 
interested in the complexities of the relationship between source 
water type, filtration system design, and the quality of the treated 
water at the tap. 


In the case of a water treatment plant being built in Saskatchewan, 
which goes back a couple of years, Dr. Peterson stated: 

—INAC’s only criteria for building a water treatment system in Saskatchewan is 
still an ‘engineering stamp’. To the best of SDWF’s knowledge, and in discussion 
with the Ontario Society of Professional Engineers, engineers have also not been 
given the opportunity to advise INAC on the most effective systems for different 
source waters, as INAC is only interested in requesting bids for, and purchasing, 
specific conventional water treatment systems that are chosen based on the 
cheapest bid. 


It is not just a question of money or political will, it is a question 
of coordination among the various government departments that 
have something to say about first nations drinking water. 


Again I will quote Dr. Peterson, who in this particular quotation 
seemed to be pointing to the lack of coordination between Health 
Canada and Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development. It is an 
old quotation. He stated: 


INAC and HC do not appear to share data for source and treated waters and, as 
such, are unable to make sound decisions on effective treatment processes— 


The list goes on and on. 


There was a report published maybe three or four years ago which 
was published following consultations with first nations commu- 
nities. What came out of that report was the recommendation that a 
first nations water commission be created where members of first 
nations could be brought together to share information relating to the 
provision of potable water in these communities. To my knowledge, 
the government has not acted on that recommendation. I think it is a 
good recommendation. It gets first nations communities involved in 
decision-making about water treatment in their communities. I would 
heartily recommend that the government pursue the issue and 
implement that recommendation. 


Lastly, it is very important that the government not take the easy 
way out. Through legislation and regulation it should not impose 
provincial drinking water standards on first nations communities 
because not all provinces have drinking water standards that are at 
the level of the national drinking water guidelines. By doing so, it 
would skirt its federal responsibility, which would not be fair to the 
first nations people of the country. 
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Mr. Greg Rickford (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, for the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency and for 
the Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern 
Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the member's comments 
at the very end. I thought it was one of the more important parts of 
his speech. That is exactly what we want to do, which is to develop a 
federal framework or piece of legislation that the federal government 
and the first nations communities can count on for enforceable 
standards. 


What I always appreciate, although perhaps somewhat unfairly, 
and find ironic is when a member of the Liberal Party uses words 
like “fiduciary duty”. 


He mentioned nurses working in those isolated communities. 
Maybe he was not here when I spoke just prior, but I was actually a 
nurse working in these isolated communities between the years 1992 
and 2006, and have taken my share of distilled bottled water showers 
when those fragile water systems failed. Therefore, I agree with the 
member that it is important and that we need legislation. 


However, in the absence of real standards that the government and 
first nations could have counted on then, will the member support 
our piece of legislation coming forward that, in a profound, 
meaningful and substantive way, will attempt to bring in regulations 
for us all to depend on to ensure first nations have access to safe 
drinking water and appropriate waste water treatment? 


Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: First, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
commend and congratulate the hon. member on the good work he 
did in the north in helping to provide health care for our aboriginal 
brothers and sisters. No doubt he would agree with the quote I read 
from the 2005 report of the Commissioner of the Environment and 
Sustainable Development. 
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In terms of legislation and regulations, we would have to see what 
that legislation is, what those regulations are. We would have to 
know if there is money to back up the legislation. We would have to 
know if first nations communities agree with the legislation, if they 
feel they have been properly consulted, and again, as a member of 
the Liberal opposition, I want to avoid any possibility that the federal 
government would wash its hands of its fiduciary responsibilities for 
first nations drinking water by having provincial standards apply to 
these communities. 


We need to have the best federal standards apply to these 
communities. Not only that, our federal standards need to be brought 
up to EPA standards similar to those in the U.S. 

@ (1350) 

Mr. Mathieu Ravignat (Pontiac, NDP): Mr. Speaker, when I 
speak to the first nations in my community, whether it be Kitigan or 
Barriere Lake, there is just at this point an incredible amount of 
frustration. 


This is a problem that has existed for decades. The Liberal and 
Conservative governments really have done very little to deal with 
the situation. Frankly, the people are at the end of their rope. They 
are impatient and I understand them. 


I do support, of course, the principle of the motion, but I would 
like to hear the member's ideas as to why this extremely urgent issue 
has not been dealt with adequately in the decades that have 
transpired. 


Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the 
experience the hon. member has on this issue by virtue of the fact 
that he has the Algonquins of Barriere Lake in his community. I have 
many good friends in that community. I do not know if he knows 
Dave Nawhegabow, someone I have known for a very long time. 


Why have we not resolved this problem to this point? I agree it is 
very complex and technical. I mentioned that in addition to money 
and political will, which previous governments have had, the 
member would have to admit, there is a structural management and 
coordination problem within government. 


It was the report, for example, of the Safe Drinking Water 
Foundation that helped us uncover that problem. I would hope that 
the government would address that problem as well as investing 
more money. 


Mr. David McGuinty (Ottawa South, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
would also like to commend the remarks made by my colleague and 
remind the House of his good work at the environment committee of 
several years ago which led to the new agreement between the 
federal government and the provincial government of Alberta, which 
is now monitoring water and water quality around the Athabasca 
River and the oil sands. I think folks should be reminded of that. 


He did touch on the question of science cuts, which is eerily 
reminiscent of the cuts we saw, in my case, in my home province of 
Ontario some eleven years ago. Those cuts, science cuts and water 
inspection cuts, led to the terrible tragedy of Walkerton, where seven 
people died and 2,500 people were sick, some of whom are still 
battling with the terrible diseases that flowed from that tragedy. 


What is perhaps most astonishing is that we actually have to 
remind the government of the urgency to act in this regard. We have 
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a Minister of Finance, a Minister of Foreign Affairs, a President of 
the Treasury Board, a Leader of the Government in the House of 
Commons, and a smattering of parliamentary secretaries and 
government MPs who served in the Ontario government and who 
were held responsible by Mr. Justice Dennis O'Connor in his report 
on the Walkerton crisis. 


Why it takes the opposition Liberal Party, and the good work of 
my colleague here, and our leader to raise the urgency of this matter 
is all the more astonishing. Perhaps my colleague might take a 
moment to comment on that sense of urgency. 


Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Mr. Speaker, I wish to thank the hon. 
member for his kind words for the work that we both did, and in fact 
that the Liberals did on the environment committee to raise the 
profile of an issue which actually had something to do with source 
water protection, and that was the monitoring of the impact of the oil 
sands on the Athabasca River watershed. 


I travelled with the committee. We went up to Fort Chipewyan, 
and first nations citizens there were telling us that they feared that 
their source water was being polluted by deposits of deleterious 
substances from the oil sands industry. | 


The lesson of Walkerton teaches us that we need government 
supervision. Whenever we decide to cut back on government 
expenditures, we should be very careful not to cut back in areas that 
affect people's health. We should always give the benefit of the doubt 
to proper regulation and oversight by government over other 
considerations. 


I would like to end with a little anecdote. We have heard of 
Walkerton. We have heard of problems in first nations communities. 
I live in a suburban riding. My riding covers the western tip of the 
island of Montreal. It is pure suburb. About a month ago all the cities 
in my riding were told they could not drink the water for four days. 
Fortunately, everything was okay. 


We found out that everything was fine. The municipal authorities 
reacted very well. I was very proud of Mayor Bill McMurchie of 
Pointe-Claire and. other mayors in the community, including John 
Meaney. I will say that panic started to set in, in a suburban 
community on the island of Montreal. 
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Mr. Leon Benoit (Vegreville—Wainwright, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the member just answered a question from one of his colleagues who 
asked why it has taken action by the Liberal Party to bring this to the 
government's attention when it is such an urgent issue. 


I wonder if the member had maybe forgotten that, in fact, his party 
was in government for 13 years? It had 13 years to deal with this 
urgent issue, and it did not do it. I would just like the member to 
respond to that. 


As well, the member brought up the issue of the oil sands and the 
feeling that there was contamination from the oil sands in the water 
supply. I am sure the member would, in fact, tell the House that the 
feeling may have been there, but the pollution was not there and the 
contamination was not there. Could the member comment on that as 
well? 
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Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Mr. Speaker, in terms of the oil sands, 
the member is forgetting that his government did a 180 degree turn 
on this issue. 


Up until about a year and a half ago, the standard line coming out 
of PMO and the environment minister's office was that all traces of 
bitumen found in the Athabasca River were naturally occurring as 
the result of the oozing of bitumen from the banks of the Athabasca. 


The work by Dr. David Schindler, Canada's foremost water 
scientist and one of the international community's great water 
scientists, proved through scientific study that there was a problem, 
and again we are coming back to the science. I would add that that 
study was not done with federal funds. He could not find federal 
funds to do the study. He did it on his own; a semi-retired aquatic 
biologist did the study. We backed him up in committee with our 
own policy study. As a result, the Minister of the Environment at the 
time had to get up and do a 180 and tell Canadians that in fact there 
was a problem in the oil sands. 


Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I listened with interest to the Liberals and Conservatives 
blaming each other for inaction on drinking water on first nations 
reserves. 


I would like to take this opportunity to draw attention to the 
Pacheedaht First Nation in my riding. I met with its representatives 
last week. They have been waiting for more than a decade for a 
solution to their drinking water problems. Right now they run a 
rudimentary system of one pump and a backup. The backup no 
longer works. 


If that fails, there will be an immediate health crisis on the 
Pacheedaht First Nation. It has had a proposal in to build its own 
filtration plant with new pumps. The proposal has been with INAC 
for five months. It is still waiting for an answer. 


The last time the pumps broke down, it spent two years on bottled 
water. In that two years, INAC spent more than twice the amount of 
money on bottled water than it would have spent to build the 
filtration plant. 


There is a great deal of frustration because the attitude at INAC 
seems to be that once again they are looking for a feasibility study 
from the regional district or a private company. INAC lacks 
confidence in the Pacheedaht First Nation to build and run its own 
system. This problem could have been solved years ago. 


I would ask the member whether it is simply a technical problem 
or a coordination problem, or is it really a failure to trust a first 
nation and give it the resources it needs to solve its own problems? 


Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for 
raising that particular case, but I am not familiar with it. 


When I say it is not always a matter of political will I am saying 
yes, there seems to be political will to solve the problem, but the 
political will cannot just be superficially expressed. In this particular 
case, the political will should translate into concrete action on the 
ground. 


Yes, first nations peoples need to be involved in decisions 
regarding their water treatment plants. That is why the idea of a first 
nations water commission is a good one. I would go even further and 


say that a first nations water commission should be an umbrella 
group and that each community should have a water council. Yes, 
there could be representatives from Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 
Development Canada, Environment Canada, Health Canada, and 
Public Works and Government Services. We can get people talking 
and then translate the political will into action. 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
© (1400) 
[English] 
HILLCREST LODGE 


Mr. Bruce Stanton (Simcoe North, CPC): Mr. Speaker, today I 
am pleased to bring attention to the success of an innovative seniors' 
housing initiative in my riding called Hillcrest Lodge. 


For low-income seniors in our area facing illness, isolation and 
risks to their safety, Hillcrest is setting a new standard. It has created 
a community where quality housing, safety, good food and 
camaraderie have transformed the quality of life for some of our 
most vulnerable. 


At Hillcrest, the cost of rent, utilities, meals and insurance is well 
below 60% of the average $16,000 a year that a low-income senior 
lives on. The residents have independence; a safe, inviting home; 
and a caring staff. I hope the Hillcrest model will spur the creation of 
more of these affordable assisted-living communities in the years 
ahead. 


I would like to take this time to congratulate the Hillcrest 
volunteer board of directors and their partners, like Helping Hands 
and Community Care Access. They are working together to make 
supportive, assisted living a reality for seniors in our region. 


**x* 
[Translation] 


DEMOCRACY 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, in 1956, the Speaker of the House and hon. member for 
Vaudreuil-Soulanges, Louis-René Beaudoin, had to end his political 
career after shutting down an important debate on the construction of 
a pipeline. Closure of that debate caused such an uproar that chaos 
reigned in the House for weeks. 


Here we are 55 years later and we see closure invoked on a 
weekly basis. Preventing debate has become a habit for this 
government. The Conservatives brag about how wonderful democ- 
racy is the world over, but they are having a hard time practising it 
here in this House. 
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What are they afraid of? Do they think that shutting down the 
debates will prevent Canadians from noticing the flaws and nonsense 
in their answers? 


[English] 
EMPLOYMENT 


Mr. Greg Rickford (Kenora, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have more 
good news to report for the great Kenora riding. AbitibiBowater 
recently announced they have purchased, and are fast under way in 
retooling and modernizing, a dormant building in the beautiful town 
of Ignace. More than 100 well-paying permanent jobs will return to 
the community very soon, just like the 600,000 other jobs our 
government has helped produce with Canada's economic action plan. 


This is testament to the resolve and resilience of the folks in 
Ignace, who have always believed that their town has a future in 
forestry and other industries just on the horizon. 


I want to thank the past and present mayors and councils with 
whom I have had the privilege of working and who have believed 
that if we could rehabilitate or replace critical infrastructure, Ignace 
would get a serious look from traditional and new industrial growth. 
That is exactly what Canada's economic action plan addressed in the 
Ignace area, putting Ignace in the best possible position for 
sustainability and growth. 


Congratulations to AbitibiBowater and the citizens of Ignace. 
They are just another example of what is so great about the great 
Kenora riding. 


XX *% 


YOUTH HOMELESSNESS 


Mr. Justin Trudeau (Papineau, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, for many 
years different governments have tried to tackle the challenges 
surrounding poverty in Canada. We are a rich country and we all do 
our best to help others. Yet, as youth critic, it bothers me greatly to 
know that more than 65,000 young Canadians at any given time 
during the year can be homeless. 


While all the different parties are working to find solutions to this 
issue, why not set a reminder or a time in our busy lives one day a 
year when we get to ask ourselves, what have we done to help put an 
end to youth homelessness? 


A national youth homelessness awareness day would be that one 
small step in the right direction. We need all parties, together with 
the Minister of Human Resources and Skills Development in 
particular, to come together and support this motion. 


Let us show Canadians that when it comes to our young people 
and their well-being, we can do the right thing and be non-partisan in 
creating this annual reminder to us and to all that we need to address 
the root causes of youth homelessness. 


*K* 
@ (1405) 


FOREIGN CREDENTIAL RECOGNITION 


Mr. Devinder Shory (Calgary Northeast, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
thousands of Canadians still face challenges in having their foreign 
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qualifications recognized, and I have promised my constituents that I 
will not let this issue die. 


While many Canadians struggle to navigate confusing recognition 
pathways, life goes on. Hard-working foreign-trained professionals 
do what needs to be done: they drive cabs, clean offices, or work in 
warehouses, but many get stuck. 


Now some people say that the safest place to have a heart attack in 
Canada might be the back seat of a taxi; the chances are that it is a 
doctor driving. 


The foreign-trained professionals I have spoken with are thankful 
that our Conservative government is taking the lead in exploring new 
ways to shorten the qualifications recognition process. They are also 
encouraged to see all levels of government working co-operatively 
under the pan-Canadian framework to find ways to shorten and 
expedite the process. 


[Translation] 


POVERTY 


Mr. Alain Giguére (Marc-Auréle-Fortin, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
am sad to say that there has been a sharp increase in poverty in the 
riding of Marc-Aurèle-Fortin, mainly due to the Conservatives' 
inaction. In fact, they have not acted decisively to counter job losses, 
especially in the industrial sector, where 350,000 jobs have been 
eliminated and replaced only by precarious, poorly paid and, often, 


part-time jobs. 


At present, in my riding of Marc-Auréle-Fortin, too many people 
have to use food banks and turn to social housing to have a roof over 
their heads at a reasonable cost. 


There are people in my riding who run food banks, provide meals 
on wheels,and work in community kitchens. They are much more 
compassionate than the members of the Conservative Party. 


[English] 
SALVATION ARMY 


Mrs. Joy Smith (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise today to congratulate Salvation Army Commissioner 
Brian Peddle, and his wife, commissioner Rosalie Peddle, on their 
appointment as the territorial commander for Canada and Bermuda, 
and territorial president of women's ministries, respectively. 
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The Salvation Army is the largest non-governmental provider of 
social services in Canada. Last year, in 400 communities across our 
nation, the Salvation Army assisted over 1.6 million people in need, 
through addiction programs, homeless and street youth programs, 
palliative care and emergency disaster relief. 


The Salvation Army has also been at the forefront of national and 
international efforts to end modern day slavery by raising awareness 
in communities and providing invaluable shelter and rehabilitation to 
survivors. 


I want to congratulate Commissioners Brian and Rosalie Peddle 
on their appointments and commend the Salvation Army for its 
commitment to the hope and dignity of all people. 


**K* 


HOLODOMOR MEMORIAL DAY 


Mr. Robert Sopuck (Dauphin—Swan River—Marquette, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, on November 26 I encourage everyone to 
commemorate the victims of the Ukrainian genocide of 1932-33. In 
2008, this day was enshrined in legislation as Holodomor Memorial 
Day after a bill was introduced by my distinguished colleague from 
Selkirk—Interlake. 


The Holodomor represents a period when Stalin's communist 
regime engineered a famine. Stalin's government imposed exorbitant 
grain quotas—in some cases confiscating supplies down to the last 
seed. 


Soviet armed units surrounded the Ukrainian population in the 
Kuban region and in Ukraine, and prevented people from obtaining 
food in the neighbouring Soviet regions. The result was the death of 
millions, in what can only be described as one of the most horrific 
genocides in history. 


As chair of the Canada-Ukraine Parliamentary Friendship Group, 
I respectfully urge all members to take a few moments to remember 
the men, women and children who lost their lives in the Holodomor 
genocide. 


k x *% 


WORLD PREMATURITY DAY 


Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, to mark the first World Prematurity Day, parents of 
premature babies and the staff from Edmonton neonatal intensive 
care units are today launching a campaign for extended parental 
leave to ensure proper care for infants born prematurely or with 
serious illnesses. 


Some babies spend weeks to months in the intensive care unit. 
Some require multiple surgeries. Of necessity, the majority of paid 
parental leave is spent in hospital with the infants. As a result, the 
parents lose their usual one year at home with their healthy, well- 
developing child. 


Doctors advise that parental participation in infant care is essential 
in intensive care. Yet many families face ongoing challenges once 
home. These parents need and deserve additional time with their 
children before returning to work. 
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On behalf of these children and their families, I call on the 
government to extend the allowed one year of paid parental leave for 
any parents caring for premature infants. 


**K* 
@ (1410) 
[Translation] 


NATIONAL FIELD LACROSSE CHAMPIONSHIP 


Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lotbinière—Chutes-de-la-Chaudière, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Eastern Townships received some great 
news when the Gaiters of Bishop's University in Lennoxville won 
the Canadian University Field Lacrosse Association's national 
championship. 


The tournament was held in London, Ontario, on November 10. 


Bishop's University defeated the Brock Badgers 11 to 6 in the 
finals. With a lead of 4 to 0, the Bishop's Gaiters prevented the Brock 
Badgers from scoring four consecutive times. Bishop's won the 
game with five unanswered goals in the last 25 minutes. The Gaiters' 
defence helped lead the team to its first national title. 


I would like to congratulate this Quebec team of student athletes 
on its impressive victory in Canada's national summer sport. 


Go Gaiters, go! 


[English] 
NATIONAL TRANSIT STRATEGY 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to address an urgent issue in my community of 
Newton—North Delta and in many cities across this country. The 
lack of public transit for hard-working Canadian families is abysmal. 
Challenging economic times make affordable, accessible transit all 
the more important. My community has grown at an astounding rate 
for the past two decades, yet investment in infrastructure has lagged. 


Our party is calling for a national transit strategy, a permanent 
investment plan for environmentally-responsible, quality transporta- 
tion right across the country. Canada should be a leader on this issue. 
Instead, we are falling behind. Canada is the only country in the G8 
without a national transit strategy. 


I want to take this opportunity to urge the House to work with all 
levels of government to establish a national transit strategy that 
would benefit all hard-working Canadians. 


XX * 


RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 


Mr. Bob Dechert (Mississauga—Erindale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
this week His Holiness Pope Shenouda III celebrated the 40th 
anniversary of his ordination as Pope of the Coptic Orthodox 
Church. Anniversary celebrations recently took place in Egypt. 
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I would like to congratulate Pope Shenouda and his followers, 
many of whom live in my riding, on this very special occasion. 


Our government remains very concerned about the recent violence 
in Egypt. Freedom of religion is a fundamental human right. I am so 
proud to see that our government is following through on its promise 
to create an office of religious freedom. While still in its planning 
stages, the process of establishing this office is well under way. 


I am also pleased to highlight that last week our government 
communicated directly to the UN Secretary-General the motion 
which was unanimously adopted by the House and that called for an 
investigation into the recent violence. Canada has been clear that the 
violence must stop. 


Our government will continue to advocate on behalf of all people 
of faith around the world in order that they may be able to worship in 
peace and security. 


Ke * 


TOM KENT AND FRASER MUSTARD 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, last night, 
Canada lost two of its most creative progressive thinkers with the 
passing of Tom Kent and Fraser Mustard. 


Tom Kent served all Canadians in his many roles as journalist, 
editor, public servant and author, but his greatest legacy was his role 
in working on the groundbreaking social innovations that character- 
ized the Pearson administration, including our national medicare 
system and the Canada Pension Plan. 


Tom never tired from his crusade, working later in Cape Breton, 
and authoring solutions for social reforms well into his eighties. I can 
tell members that he never shrunk from challenging the leaders of 
today when he felt they were not doing enough to advance the cause 
of progress. 


I also want to mark the passing of another great social reformer, 
and a good friend, Dr. Fraser Mustard who sadly also left us last 
night. 


Fraser helped to build McMaster's medical school, was an pioneer 
in occupational health, the development of centres of excellence, and 
can really be called the father of early childhood development in 
Canada. He advised governments in Canada and around the world 
and was a tireless worker for better policy and better lives. 


All Canadians owe Tom Kent and Dr. Fraser Mustard a debt of 
gratitude for their pivotal roles in shaping our nation. 


Let us all resolve to take up the torch of these two great men and 
resolve to strive to make Canada an even more equitable, more just 
and more progressive nation. 


@ (1415) 


YUKON 
Mr. Ryan Leef (Yukon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, last week, I had the 
honour of being in my wonderful riding of Yukon. During the busy 
week, I was pleased to announce $900,000 in federal government 
funding to Yukon College for geoscience and geohydro technology 
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programs. This will help Yukon students and workers gain 
certification for highly skilled work in the mining industry. An 
additional $1.3 million for training simulators were given to the 
Yukon Mine Training Association, both were through CanNor. 


While the member for Western Arctic criticizes CanNor, votes 
against the Dempster highway extension from Inuvik to Tukoyaktuk 
and refrains from standing to vote for his constituents to end the long 
gun registry, our government, our Prime Minister and this member of 
Parliament is making the north and the people there a priority. 


kK * 
[Translation] 


CAMPAIGN FINANCING 


Ms. Eve Péclet (La Pointe-de-l'Île, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Conservative Party pleaded guilty to election fraud in the amount of 
$1.3 million. The party had to pay a $52,000 fine. And yet the 
Conservatives referred to this as a victory. Really? A victory? 
Certainly, the fine is not that big a deal for a party that kept $187,000 
in illegal rebates from Canadian taxpayers. 


The hon. member for Cypress Hills—Grasslands' campaign 
received $1,900 in illegal rebates. The hon. member still owes 
Canadians this money. The hon. member for Beauce's campaign 
owes Canadian taxpayers $3,000. The campaign of the hon. member 
for Lotbinière—Chutes-de-la-Chaudière and that of the Minister of 
Veterans Affairs each owe Canadian taxpayers $14,000. 


Taxpayers should never have to foot the bill for politics. The 
Prime Minister must ensure that every penny that was taken from 
taxpayers is given back to them immediately. 


kK 
[English] 


NEW DEMOCRATIC PARTY OF CANADA 


Mr. Rob Clarke (Desnethé—Missinippi—Churchill River, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the anti-trade NDP is at it again. With its 
anti-Canada campaign in Washington, the NDP continues to attack 
the Canadian economy and good jobs. Members of the NDP do not 
just want to put hundreds of thousands of Canadians who work 
directly in the oil sands out of work, but they also want to shut down 
a further seven major industries, including Canada's mining sector, 
the seal industry, the forestry sector in B.C., auto manufacturing, the 
trucking industry, the nuclear sector and the GM food sector. The 
NDP opposed creating jobs and it is actively attacking Canada 
abroad. 


Ironically, even the private-sector union bosses disagree with the 
NDP and its job-killing stance against the oil sands. Unions 
representing hundreds of thousands of engineers, electrical workers, 
pipe-fitters and other trades are lining up against the NDP attacks on 
their jobs. 


Undermining the economy and attacking Canadian jobs are yet 
more worrying examples that the ineffective, disunited NDP is unfit 
to govern. 
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| want an answer: where is his plan to create jobs? 
[English] 


PENSIONS 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, day after day Canadian families sit and watch as their 
private savings evaporate on the stock market. Hard-hit families do 
not know how they will pay the bills, let alone how they will afford 
to retire. 


Instead of taking practical steps to strengthen the guaranteed CPP 
and QPP, the government wants them to roll the dice with even more 
of their retirement savings. 


Why is the out-of-touch Prime Minister forcing Canadians to play 
retirement roulette on the tumbling TSX? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I have absolutely no idea what the Leader of the Opposition 
is talking about. 


What I do know is that today the government announced another 
step forward on the pooled registered retirement savings plan, 
something that has been welcomed by pension experts and the small 
business community across the country. Canadians are looking for 
options. Canadians are not looking for a hike in their CPP premiums, 
as advocated by the NDP. 


© (1420) 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the facts speak for themselves. In the last quarter alone, the 
CPP outperformed the markets ten to one. 


[Translation] 


The markets are tanking around the world, but the Conservatives 
want Canadians to invest even more of their hard-earned money in 
those markets without any guarantee that doing so will pay off one 
day. 


What is the government's plan for families who are bogged down 
in debt and do not even have any money to save? What does the 
government suggest they do? Should they never retire? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, today's announcement of a new retirement savings tool for 
companies and individuals was well received by the business 
community, small and medium-sized enterprises and Canadians 
across the country. Canadians are not looking for a hike in their CPP 
premiums, as advocated by the NDP. 


XX * 


EMPLOYMENT 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, why would Canadians believe this government, which is 
sitting idly by while jobs are disappearing at an alarming rate? Just 
yesterday, we learned that 600 workers at the White Birch plant in 
Quebec City will be out of a job just before Christmas. While the 
number of unemployed workers is on the rise, the number of 
employment insurance claimants is dropping because fewer and 
fewer workers qualify for benefits. 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, we are well aware that the world economy presents 
challenges and that, from time to time, jobs are lost in Canada. When 
this sort of thing happens, we work with the communities. 


[English] 


It is important to say that what we do on this side of the House is 
work on employment and job creation. We have measures before the 
House to do that. What we do not do is what the NDP does, which is 
demand that industries be shut down, demand that taxes be raised on 
employers and go to other countries to fight against Canadian trade. 
On this side of the House, we are dedicated to fighting for Canadian 
jobs, not against Canadian jobs. 


PENSIONS 


Mr. Wayne Marston (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, today the minister said that when we buy in bulk, we 
save money. That is certainly true with the CPP and the QPP. In the 
last quarter, the CPP outperformed the markets by a ten to one factor. 
The chief actuary says that CPP is funded for 70 years. Increasing 
CPP and QPP will mean money in the pockets of retiring seniors. 


Why is the government's only plan to line the pockets of mutual 
fund managers? Why will it not increase the CPP now? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the fact remains that today we have 
a good news story. We have introduced a very new pooled registered 
pension plan that will help millions of Canadians who otherwise 
have not saved for retirement. 


I have to question the member's commitment to that statement 
when people within the CFIB have said time and time again that if 
we raise CPP, they are very worried about jobs, and right now we are 
concentrating on jobs and the economy and our low tax plan to 
maintain those. 


Mr. Wayne Marston (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, the minister in charge of this file knows that we have 
been willing to work with him; in fact, we have been working with 
him for the past three years. New Democrats have been standing up 
for the tried and true Canada pension plan because that is Canadians! 
best option to be protected. How can people trust the government to 
help them when pensioners call Service Canada and are put on hold 
because there are not enough people? Reckless Conservative cuts at 
Service Canada are leaving pensioners in the cold. They are waiting 
months to get their cheques. re 


Why is the government choosing risky schemes and reckless cuts 
over the needs of vulnerable seniors? 
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Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is unfortunate that union leaders, 
who are clearly very convincing for members of the opposition, are 
selfishly attempting to ensure that old, inefficient and labour 
intensive methods of processing EI applications remain in place. 
Our government's top priority is to get Canadians back to work and 
to promote economic growth. We are committed to providing timely 
service to all Canadians who access these systems. 


es 
© (1425) 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, today in the 
House we are debating the question of an effective strategy for clean 
running water for every single Canadian across the country, and it 
seems to have the support of all parties as we move forward. 


I would like to ask the Prime Minister, since his party has 
announced it is supporting this measure, could he outline what he is 
going to do to ensure there will be clean drinking water for every 
single Canadian within a fixed time point? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, there is no need for me to outline today that the government 
is willing to take action on this. The government has been taking 
action over the past several years. We have made significant 
investments in this very objective because it is important for 
communities, particularly native communities across Canada. 


What is not explicable is why the Liberal Party continually votes 
against these investments, so I welcome today the Liberal Party's 
conversion to doing something about this issue. 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we can 
argue about conversion dates at some other point, but let me draw 
the attention of the Prime Minister to one particular issue which I 
think requires a broader solution than the one he is prepared to take 
on. 


The other day I visited the Six Nations reserve, which is the most 
highly populated reserve in the country. It has a serious drinking 
water problem. There are 315 homes that have no water supply 
whatsoever. 


At the same time as the Minister of Canadian Heritage is 
announcing a program with respect to the War of 1812, those people 
who were there for Canada in 1812 to 1814 have still not had 
recognition of a large fundamental land claim that speaks to the land 
that was stolen from them over the last two centuries. 


What is the Prime Minister going to do on that issue? 

Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the leader of the Liberal Party should know that obviously 
land claim negotiations in this particular area have been difficult and 
have been ongoing for some time, but we continue to work to try to 
get them resolved. 


[Translation] 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Ontario 
government has clearly said that this has been going on for centuries. 
The federal government itself recognized this fact when it made an 
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offer of more than $100 million, which was turned down by the 
aboriginal negotiators. The Ontario government has agreed to the 
appointment of a mediator, but the Government of Canada refuses to 
appoint one. 


If the government is serious, why is it not appointing a mediator to 
work through this major problem? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, once again, negotiations have been ongoing for decades, at 
least. This government has made offers, as the leader of the Liberal 
Party said. 

[English] 

The fact of the matter is these are extremely complex negotiations. 

They are particularly complex given the governance structure on the 


other side, but we continue to work to try and get this problem 
resolved. 


[Translation] 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, my 
colleague and I went to Washington to tell the Americans that the 
majority of Canadians are opposed to the Keystone project. Our 
party is doing the work that the Conservatives refuse to do. 


[English| 
Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


Mr. Speaker, instead of hurling insults, maybe they should stand 
up for Canadians. 


[Translation] 

The environmental consequences of the Keystone— 
[English] 

Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 

The Speaker: Order. 


The hon. member has about four or five seconds to complete his 
question. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Claude Gravelle: Mr. Speaker, that is also what Canadians 
wanted. 


Will the government finally understand that it needs to come up 
with a plan to protect our jobs and our environment? 
[English] 

Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the NDP would rather fly to Washington than listen to 
thousands of Canadians employed in the oil sands. Maybe they will 
listen to union leaders like Christopher Smillie, who represents 
200,000 workers. He said “The NDP would be very bad for workers 
and the entire Canadian economy. They haven't risen to the task”. 


If the NDP will not rise to the task of supporting Canadian jobs 
and they are hostile to Canadian employers, whose interests do they 
represent in this country? 
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THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, on this side of 
the House we talk with our trading partners and not at them. 


We went to Washington to ensure that the voices of all Canadians 
were being heard, something that the government refuses to do. In 
Washington they are moving forward with trade on clean energy 
products and a clean energy economy, but because of Conservative 
inaction, Canada is being left behind. 


These are Canadian jobs we are talking about. When will the 
government stop the attacks, stop the environmental inaction and 
move forward on building a clean energy economy for the future? 


(1430) 


Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, there have been historic diplomatic trips; the allies to Yalta 
and Nixon to China come to mind. The sad NDP junket to 
Washington will not merit a footnote in the history books. However, 
it is a classic example of how far a party can be disconnected from 
the real concerns and real needs of ordinary Canadians, especially 
jobs and social services. 


The official opposition is not ready for prime time. 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, if standing up 
for clean air and water and good Canadian jobs is sad and 
disconnected, bring it on. 


Most Canadians do not want to sell out our environmental future 
and lose thousands of Canadian jobs to a risky pipeline. Our out of 
touch Prime Minister has said it is a no-brainer, but really it is a non- 
starter. Now he is talking about pushing a pipeline through the 
Rockies and through first nations areas, but Americans have said no 
to risky pipelines in sensitive areas. 


When will the Prime Minister stop listening to the oil lobby and 
start listening to Canadians? 


Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the emissaries are back from their job-killing trip to 
Washington. They apparently felt it was their patriotic duty to block 
an important project that will generate jobs, economic activity and 
energy security. This is precisely the wrong time to block shovel 
ready projects. 


Out of compassion for my fellow parliamentarians, I recommend 
the book, Economics for Dummies. 


KEK 
[Translation] 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the Americans are seriously considering backing out of the 
F-35 program. It is clear what will happen if the Americans pull out. 
There will be no F-35 program. Yesterday, right here in the House, 
the Associate Minister of National Defence said, “... not only is there 
a plan B, but there is a plan A”. 


Now that it is clear that plan A is not working, will the minister 
finally tell us what plan B is? 
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[English] 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, all reasonable people agree that the Canadian 
Forces require a fighter fleet to face the challenges of the 21st 
century. The best plane and the only state-of-the-art stealth aircraft 
available to Canada to face the challenges of the next 30 years is the 
F-35 joint strike fighter. 


Our plan is on track. We continue to monitor this investment 
closely through direct contact with Lockheed Martin and the F-35 
joint project team. The Minister of National Defence and I will be in 
Halifax this weekend and will be meeting with the U.S. Secretary of 
Defense, Mr. Panetta. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the communications equipment does not work in the north, 
pilots are not safe and costs are skyrocketing. Everyone is facing the 
facts and admitting that the F-35 program is not working—everyone 
except the Associate Minister of National Defence, who has buried 
his head in the sand. 


How much longer will the Prime Minister allow his Associate 
Minister of National Defence to defend the indefensible? When will 
the Prime Minister himself launch an open, transparent and public 
bidding process? 


[English] 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, let me repeat that our plan is on track. We 
continue to monitor this investment. We are working towards 
progress. The planes are coming off the production line. Pilots are 
flying them. They are being delivered to the joint strike fighter team. 


Not only that, unlike the NDP travelling to the U.S. in an effort to 
kill and derail thousands of Canadian jobs, when we meet with U.S. 
authorities, it is to create Canadian jobs. 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the only competition that has ever taken place for the 
F-35 has been between the Minister of National Defence and the 
Associate Minister of National Defence. 


Yesterday, the Associate Minister of National Defence said there 
is no problem, no delays, but there is a plan B. Then Conservative 
officials told us there are many plans. Then moments later, the 
Minister of National Defence told us that in fact there are problems 
and long delays. 


I have a simple question for whoever is in charge today. If the 
government has a plan B for replacing our fighter jets, what is it? 
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Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, all reasonable people agree that the Canadian 
Forces require fighter jets to do the job for the challenges of the 21st 
century. The best plane and the only state-of-the-art stealth aircraft 
available to Canada to face the challenges of the next 30 years is the 
F-35 joint strike fighter. 


Our plan is on track. We continue to monitor this investment 
closely through direct contact with Lockheed Martin, as well as the 
U.S. authorities and the project team. There is no trading our 
commitment. There is no downgrading of the commitment. We are 
there. We are on track. 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, since we are trading literary recommendations today, I 
hear there is a new publication called “Buying Jets for Dummies”. I 
recommend it to the Associate Minister of National Defence. 


The Associate Minister of National Defence clearly said that there 
are no problems, but there is a plan B. The minister said there are 
problems, but there is no plan B. Americans and others understand 
that the F-35s are behind schedule and massively over budget. 
Perhaps the ministers could ask the U.S. secretary of defense about 
his plan B. 


Here at home, New Democrats have a great plan B: put the file out 
to tender. Will they? 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, maybe the hon. member could lend me his copy 
of the book. 


In any event, I am not going to get into the rhetoric. I can 
guarantee that the plan is on track. We are sticking with the program. 
The planes are coming off the production line. They are being flown 
by pilots who know their business. I prefer to listen to them and to 
the experts rather than the idle chatter from the opposite side. 


kK * 


FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Mr. Speaker, this 
morning the Quebec public safety minister appeared in committee to 
prevent the government from scrapping the gun registry and 
destroying its data. What was the government's response? A 
deafening silence. Instead, he attacked the credibility of the 
Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police. We also learned that the 
Prime Minister refused to meet with the Dawson Student Union 
following the shooting in 2006. 


Why is the government refusing to listen to the Government of 
Quebec, the Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police, and victims? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the answer is quite simple. Our Conservative government does not 
support treating law-abiding hunters, farmers and sport shooters as 
criminals. We have consistently opposed this wasteful and 
ineffective measure which does nothing to keep guns out of the 
hands of criminals. 


Canadians gave our government a strong mandate to end the long 
gun registry once and for all, and that is exactly what we are doing. 


Oral Questions 


Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Mr. Speaker, since we 
are talking about books, I also have a book to recommend. It is 
called “Democracy for Dummies”. 


[Translation] 


Not only is the government completely ignoring all appeals, but it 
is also preventing parliamentarians from doing our jobs by shutting 
down debate in committee—and not just any committee, the justice 
committee. Could anything be more undemocratic? 


Canadians have already paid for the data—extremely useful data 
—in the firearms registry and, rightly so, the provinces would like to 
have that data back. 


Will this government finally stop mocking our democracy and 
give Canadians back the data that belong to them? 


Hon. Maxime Bernier (Minister of State (Small Business and 
Tourism), CPC): Mr. Speaker, public policy must be judged by its 
real effects on the ground, and not by its intentions. When it comes 
to real effects, the part of the firearms registry dealing with long guns 
has never in any way helped prevent crime in Canada. Furthermore, 
regarding the data, I would like to remind my colleague what the 
Auditor General said on September 26, 2006: 


We found the information in the database to have significant quality problems: 


Verification frequently determined that information on the weapon's action, make 
or serial number was wrong. 


kkk 
© (1440) 
[English] 

CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Mr. Frank Valeriote (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, first the 
government robbed wheat farmers of their right to vote. Now we 
know the minister is taking wheat farmers' money to fund his folly. 


In an 11th-hour act of desperation, the government has increased 
the cap on the Wheat Board's contingency fund from $60 million to 
$200 million to fund its own ideological obsession with killing the 
single desk. That is money that should rightfully be returned to 
farmers. 


When did the government get into highway robbery and when will 
the minister do the right thing and give farmers back their hard- 
earned money? 


Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, of 
course, this contingency fund has always been held separately from 
farmers' pool accounts. As a government, we took this prudent 
measure to protect the future of western Canadian farmers, Canadian 
taxpayers and, of course, the new voluntary Wheat Board. 


Mr. Oberg continues to waste millions of dollars of farmers' 
money on his own personal political agenda. Since it is unclear what 
additional liabilities he will leave behind with his scorched earth 
policy, we have taken this prudent step. 
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Oral Questions 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, there is 
nothing prudent about what the government is doing. Elected farm 
directors are abiding by their oath of office. It is too bad the minister 
could not do the same. The minister knows the contingency fund is a 
result of the current board's management and comes from farmers' 
grain sales. His increasing the fund by executive order is an 
admission of greater risk under his government board. However, to 
expropriate millions of dollars of farmers' money is akin to theft. 


How can the minister justify taking farmers' money to run his 
government-controlled grain company? 


Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
am disappointed, like western Canadian farmers. I thought, since the 
member for Malpeque grew that third eyebrow, he would see clearly 
the need for freedom in marketing for western Canadian farmers. We 
are going to hold that money in trust for western Canadian farmers 
for the new voluntary Wheat Board and ensure they have a chance at 
a vibrant future. 


*** 
[Translation] 


AIR TRANSPORTATION 


Hon. John McCallum (Markham—Unionville, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, the Leader of the Government in the House of Commons 
misled Parliament when he said that the government used the 
Challenger jets only 24 or 25 times a year. 


In reality, the government has used those planes no less than 71 
times a year. Will the government House leader apologize? 


[English] 


Or, does he want to borrow a book that I just acquired called 
flying Challenger jets for dummies? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I will concede that, when it 
comes to flying Challenger jets, we have a lot to learn from a former 
Liberal cabinet minister . When we compare our record with the 
Liberal record, there is no comparison. The Liberals have us beaten 
by 100,000 kilometres, I bet, if not far more. They were in the air all 
the time. It is a hard thing to come down to earth like they have. 
However, when it comes to the use of Challenger jets, it is lower 
under our government than it has been under any other government 
in years. 


* %k *% 
[Translation] 


SMALL BUSINESS 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, today we have more evidence that this 
government has no credible plan to help small business and that the 
so-called plans they have, such as the Canada small business 
financing program, are working poorly, if at all. 


It is outrageous that Industry Canada had no comment to make on 
allegations that funds have been diverted from the program. The 
minister absolutely must fix this program to ensure that it can fulfill 
its role and truly help small businesses. 
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Can the minister tell us today how much money Industry Canada 
has lost in this program by paying down loans for businesses that 
declared bankruptcy because they did not receive any really effective 
help? 


Hon. Maxime Bernier (Minister of State (Small Business and 
Tourism), CPC): Mr. Speaker, as far as help for businesses and 
entrepreneurs is concerned, I am very proud of this government's 
record. We have reduced the tax rate to 11% for small businesses 
and, effective January 1, 2012, to 15% for all businesses in Canada. 
That is a realistic record. It is a concrete record that is important for 
small businesses. As far as any potential fraud is concerned, I 
encourage people who witness illegal acts or fraud to file complaints 
with the appropriate authorities. It is a serious matter. Taxpayers' 
money is at stake. 


[English] 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Canadian small business financing program has failed to help the 
companies it was supposed to support. Now we are seeing fraud in 
the government's program. It is not the first time the government has 
dropped the ball in these matters. Consumers and small businesses 
are still getting gouged because the government refuses to cut 
merchant fees for credit cards. 


Why has the government abandoned Canadian workers and small 
businesses? 


© (1445) 


Hon. Maxime Bernier (Minister of State (Small Business and 
Tourism), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to be very clear in what I said 
in French. 


All Canadians, who know something about that or who are 
witnesses on some front, must declare that to the authorities because 
it is important. It is taxpayer money and we take that very seriously. 


CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Mr. Malcolm Allen (Welland, NDP): Mr. Speaker, last week, the 
Minister of Agriculture accused the elected Wheat Board members 
of stealing farmers' money. However, now we know the truth. The 
minister is planning to keep $200 million of farmers' hard-earned 
money, a $200 million grain tax. Not only is the government hauling 
out the single desk, it is picking farmers' pockets in the process. This 
is farmers' money, not the governments. 


When will the minister give it back? 


Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
what western Canadian farmers are looking for is an opportunity to 
market their own grain, durum and barley, and we will give them that 
opportunity. 


November 17, 2011 
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The contingency fund is there. The Wheat Board has used it at 
times, like a slush fund. We want to ensure that Mr. Oberg's sticky 
little fingers stay out of that, as they have been dipping into the pool 
accounts on farmers, spending tens of millions of dollars buying 
boats, spending like drunken sailors. 


We will not allow that to happen. We will hold that contingency 
fund and help western farmers use that money in their own best 
interests. 


Mr. Malcolm Allen (Welland, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the farmers 
he intends to give it back to are the ones who are actually leaving 
and do not get it. 


It is really simple. The government promised to allow Wheat 
Board farmers a vote and it broke that promise. Now the government 
is imposing a $200 million grain tax on western farmers. 


Last week, the government agreed to join the trans-Pacific 
partnership but will not tell Canadians if supply management is on 
the table. 


The government sold out western farmers. Will it do the same 
thing to supply managed farmers across this country as it did to 
western farmers this week? 


Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this 
government respects the hard-working families who work on our 
dairy and poultry farms and who gather eggs every day so we can 
have them for breakfast. They respect that in us. We have been there 
for them when they need us. 


We have a tremendous working relationship with the supply 
managed sector. We had it in our campaign platform. Those 
members did not. We put it in the throne speech. They voted against 
it. Who do members suppose supply managed farmers support? It is 
this side of the House. 


**e* 


PENSIONS 


Mr. Mark Adler (York Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our 
government's top priority is the economy and jobs. We are working 
for Canadians to support economic certainty and financial security. 


I know the Minister of State for Finance has been travelling across 
Canada talking to our provincial partners, small business and others 
about improving our retirement income system. 


Could the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance 
update Parliament on our government's legislation for a pooled 
registered retirement pension plan? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this summer, the Minister of State 
for Finance travelled to every province and territory to talk about the 
pooled registered pension plan. We wanted to improve retirement 
savings for Canadians, especially workers in small business and the 
self-employed, which is why we introduced legislation on the pooled 
registered pension plan today. This great, low cost savings option 
will help future retirees build their retirement nest eggs. 


Oral Questions 


I hope all parliamentarians will support this very good measure. I 
hope the NDP abandons its plans to convince other countries to 
terminate jobs here in Canada. 


kK *K* 


PARLIAMENTARY SECRETARY TO THE PRIME 
MINISTER 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the question is whether or not the government will ignore the 
warning from the senior parliamentary law clerk that the behaviour 
of the member for Peterborough at the ethics committee is both 
illegal and undermines the independence of the court. 


Instead of giving an answer, the Minister of Canadian Heritage 
has been giving us a smoke and mirrors show, ranting about 
shotguns, the Wheat Board and the state of the beleaguered 
Canadian taxpayer. 


However, a question remains. In the government's attack on the 
CBC, is it willing to undermine the independence of the Canadian 
courts? 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, again, all the member for 
Peterborough is doing is what parliamentary committees are 
supposed to do. 


Earlier this year, the previous Speaker of the House, Peter 
Milliken, said that parliamentary committees can ask for whatever 
documents those parliamentary committees want. 


The member for Peterborough is simply asking that the CBC be 
accountable for the taxpayers' money that it receives. That is not an 
attack on the CBC. That is a mandate that the member for 
Peterborough received from his voters to come to Ottawa and ask for 
accountability. He is doing his job. 


Why is the NDP standing against accountability and against 
responsible spending at the CBC? 


© (1450) 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
if this were about accountability to taxpayers, the Conservatives 
would have given the member for Peterborough the job of cramping 
the style of the high-flying Muskoka minister who blew through $50 
million, cannot remember how it was done, had absolutely no 
receipts but assures us that every Tory in Muskoka had a good time. 


Accountability is about respecting the divisions of the Constitu- 
tion. That was the question that was put to the parliamentary clerk. 


The question remains: Is he flying solo or is this part of a larger 
government plan to undermine the independence of our Canadian 
courts? 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I see my hon. colleague 
has his tinfoil conspiracy hat firmly on today. 


All the member for Peterborough is doing is asking for 
accountability. CBC receives a lot of money from taxpayers and 
taxpayers want to know how the money is being spent. It is very 
simple and very straightforward. 
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Oral Questions 


With regard to parliamentary committees, they can ask for any 
document they want or any witness they want to come before 
committees to fulfill that mandate. 


The member for Peterborough is standing up for taxpayers and the 
member for Timmins—James Bay is standing in his way. Why is he 
fighting against the interests of taxpayers? That is the question that 
should be answered. Why is he against taxpayers' interests? 


[Translation] 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, this government really has a strange way of doing 
things. On the one hand it lets one member do whatever he wants 
and request documents that are the subject of an ongoing court 
battle. That undermines the separation of powers between the 
legislative and judicial branches. What is more, the parliamentary 
law clerk deemed that this was unlawful. On the other hand, the 
President of the Treasury Board said, “oh, sure”, promising to hand 
over handwritten documents that he himself used to authorize $50 
million in spending for gazebos in his riding. We are still waiting for 
those documents. 


Will he hand them over today? 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, by attacking the member 
for Peterborough, what the NDP is doing is showing that it has no 
regard for the accountability of the CBC or other organizations. It 
has no regard for the needs of taxpayers across the country. The 
member for Peterborough is doing his job. It is as simple as that. 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I am sad to see that the President of the Treasury Board 
has a new spokesperson today. So that he fully understands the 
question I just asked, I will try to be as simple and clear as possible. 
Canadians have a right to know exactly how that money was 
distributed in Parry Sound—Muskoka. The member for Parry Sound 
—Muskoka has 242 forms sitting in drawers in his constituency 
office in Huntsville. Twice, he told everyone that he would hand 
them over. 


Will he keep his word and finally hand over these documents? 
[English] 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, what an astonishing 
double standard by the NDP. 


The President of the Treasury Board and the former minister of 
infrastructure appeared before a parliamentary committee and 
testified with regard to this matter. 


All the member for Peterborough is doing is saying that the CBC 
should be accountable before committee. 


All we are saying is that the CBC should be elevated to the same 
level of accountability and responsibility as the President of the 
Treasury Board has already demonstrated. 


The NDP demanded accountability from the President of the 
Treasury Board and he answered the call. All we are doing is asking 
for accountability from the CBC. It is pretty straightforward. 
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ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in 
September, I wrote to the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development to outline the Liberal position on any 
Conservative legislation on first nations water. There can be no bill 
without meaningful consultation and no bill without adequate and 
sufficient resources. 


Will the minister commit today to these basic principles advocated 
by first nations and parliamentary committees, as well as the 
government's own expert panel on safe drinking water? 


When will 100% of first nations have access to safe drinking 
water and the capacity to maintain them? 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in regard to the 
Liberal motion today and the whole question of first nations water 
and waste water, we do intend to introduce legislation this year on 
water and waste water. 


This is a recommendation that has come forward from Senate 
committees, the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable 
Development and every other expert who has looked at this whole 
question of providing appropriate water and waste water on reserve. 
That is what— 


@ (1455) 
The Speaker: The hon. member for Winnipeg North. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
the United Nations declared that access to clean water was a basic 
human right. For the community of Red Sucker Lake to access 
water, it is quite the challenge. Unlike most Canadians, people do not 
go to the kitchen and turn on the water. It involves pails and leaving 
the house. These types of conditions are unacceptable. We need 
strong federal leadership on this issue. 


Does the government actually have a plan, a strategic timeframe, 
that would ensure that quality water is— 


The Speaker: Order. The hon. Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development. 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government has 
been taking action to improve first nations communities' access to 
safe drinking water and reliable waste water. We had a national first 
nations water action plan. 


The Liberals have no credibility on this issue. We inherited a mess 
after 13 years of Liberal government. We have invested $2.5 billion 
since 2006 in first nations water and infrastructure. We have done a 
national assessment. We know where our focus and priorities should 
be. 
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[Translation] 


THE ECONOMY 


Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, another Canadian winter will soon begin and 
families are already wondering how they will survive. With heating 
costs continuing to soar, too many families will have to choose 
between keeping warm and having food to eat. This is not a choice 
that Canadian families should have to make. 


Why is this government not listening to the New Democrats and 
removing the federal tax on home heating? Why does it not give 
families a break this winter? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, once again, the NDP is talking 
about jobs and the economy, and asking how we can help families 
when they have bills to pay. I will say it once again: we must ask the 
New Democrats why they continue to go to Washington and 
elsewhere to eliminate jobs. It is through these jobs that Canadian 
families will be able to pay their bills. One has to wonder why the 
NDP is always trying to eliminate jobs in Canada that would help 
families to pay for everything they need in this world today. 


[English] 


Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, that answer will not help families heat their 
homes. Even the government's Conservative cousins in Ontario 
know that listening to New Democrats is the right thing to do. They 
agree with taking the sales tax off home heating, but the out-of-touch 
government does not get it. Canada gets cold; heating one's home is 
not a luxury. 


When. will the government get onside with its Conservative 
cousins and work with New Democrats to give families a break? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to remind the House about 
the 120 taxes that were cut so that Canadians could keep more 
money in their pockets to pay for all of these things. There are 
$3,000 more in the hands of Canadians today thanks to this 
government. Every single time we put a measure forward, the NDP 
voted against it. 


Let us think about those jobs that the NDP is trying to kill. There 
are hundreds of thousands of jobs in the oil sands and the NDP is 
trying to kill those jobs. These are jobs that families need to pay for 
home heating. Let us not forget the GST. Who voted against that? 
The NDP. 


**K * 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Mr. Rod Bruinooge (Winnipeg South, CPC): Mr. Speaker, after 
years of Liberal inaction on first nations water and waste water, the 
NDP consistently voted against critical investments in first nations 
communities. The opposition is finally taking notice of this 
important issue. 


Can the minister update the House on what action our government 
has taken since coming to office? 
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Oral Questions 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, finally a sensible 
question. 


Our government is committed to taking action to improve first 
nations communities' access to safe drinking water and reliable waste 
water treatment facilities. We have invested $2.5 billion since 2006. 


I am proud to announce today that in addition to those ongoing 
commitments, we are also providing an additional $5.5 million to 
support infrastructure improvements in Manitoba's Island Lake 
community. In fact, my officials will be meeting with the Island Lake 
first nations tomorrow. We are getting— 


@ (1500) 


The Speaker: Order, please. 


The hon. member for Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor. 


*** 


CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, yesterday, I noticed the member for 
Mississauga East—Cooksville, during the presentation of petitions, 
put in a petition to completely cut off CBC/Radio-Canada. What was 
astonishing was that sitting next to him was the member for Calgary 
West, gleefully applauding the fact that the Conservatives are going 
to eliminate CBC/Radio-Canada. 


My question is for the Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official 
Languages. He talks tough to us about how he wants to support the 
CBC, but it is not us he has to talk to, it is the people behind him. 
They are the problem. 


This is a simple question. The member for Calgary West— 


The Speaker: Order, please. 


The hon. Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Languages 
has the floor. 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, God forbid Canadians sign 
a petition. 


If my colleague wants me to adopt the Liberal position on the 
CBC, that radical right-wing paper, the Toronto Star, said that the 
CBC was treated shabbily by the Liberal government, downsized, 
underfunded, abandoned. Another newspaper said that the Liberal 
policy toward the CBC was to gut it, kick it in the teeth and leave it 
hanging by a thread. 


That is the Liberals' policy. They cut the CBC by $400 million. If 
the member's position is that we should adopt the Liberal position, 
maybe he should put a petition forward on that. 


The Speaker: Order, please. There is far too much noise. The 
chair is having an increasingly difficult time hearing both the 
question and the answer. 


The hon. member for Edmonton—Strathcona has the floor. We 
will have a little bit of order. 


3222 


COMMONS DEBATES 


November 17, 2011 


Oral Questions 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, when is an advocate for aboriginal children considered an 
enemy of the state? Apparently, when she files a human rights 
complaint about wilful underfunding of welfare services for first 
nations children. 


That is all that Cindy Blackstock of Canada's First Nation Child 
and Family Caring Society did. Since that day, more than 19 justice 
and other federal officials have accessed, inappropriately, her status 
Indian file and personal information. 


Why is the government spying on Cindy Blackstock? 

Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we take Canadians' 
privacy very seriously. I have asked my deputy minister to report on 
whether privacy rules were respected in this case. 


Orie ae 


SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 


Mrs. Cheryl Gallant (Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, our government has invested more in science and 
technology than any other Canadian government in history. We are 
pleased that Canada leads the G7 for our support of higher 
education, research and development. The reputation of our 
government is unmatched. 


Can the Minister of State for Science and Technology and the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario please 
update the House on what our government is doing to ensure that 
Canada's research reputation is protected? , 


Hon. Gary Goodyear (Minister of State (Science and 
Technology) (Federal Economic Development Agency for South- 
ern Ontario), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I can certainly do that. I am 
happy to announce today that our government is taking an important 
step to further protect Canada's reputation as a world leader in 
research and development. 


Effective today, all research funding applicants through the 
NSERC, SSHRC or the CIHR will be asked to waive the right not 
to be named if they commit a serious breach of agency policy. 


While misconduct in research is very rare, it is important to make 
sure the integrity of Canadian research and Canadian researchers is 
protected and we are doing just that. 


*** 
[Translation] 


TRANSPORT CANADA 


Ms. Élaine Michaud (Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the municipality of Neuville was forced to accept the 
construction of an airport in its community even though the 
municipal council and the residents are opposed to this project. The 
Canada Transportation Act is out of touch with reality in 
municipalities like Neuville. Developers can locate anywhere they 
want, without consulting the municipalities, if Transport Canada 
gives them the authorization to do so. 


Will the minister commit to meeting with the mayor of Neuville 
and all the other mayors who have concerns about this law? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to remind the hon. member that, in Quebec, 
mayors fall under the jurisdiction of the Quebec ministry of 
municipal affairs, regions and land occupancy. We have always been 
in the habit of respecting the jurisdictions of each sector. I am happy 
to speak to the minister, Laurent Lessard. He would be happy to 
speak to the mayors of all the regions of Quebec who are under his 
responsibility. With regard to transportation safety as it relates to 
airports, Transport Canada's main role is to ensure the security of 
airports and the safety of all travellers. We will continue to do this. 


kok % 
@ (1505) 
GUN REGISTRY 
Mrs. Maria Mourani (Ahuntsic, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the 


Government of Quebec could not make it more clear: if the 
Conservatives are bent on dismantling the gun registry, they must 
give Quebec the data so that it can maintain this tool that saves lives. 
Quebec's public safety minister, Robert Dutil, even came to Ottawa 
to remind the government that Quebeckers helped pay for the 
registry and they are entitled to the data. 


Now that the Conservatives can no longer hide behind the false 
pretense of protecting personal information, will they allow Quebec 
to retrieve the data from the registry it paid for, yes or no? 


Hon. Maxime Bernier (Minister of State (Small Business and 
Tourism), CPC): Mr. Speaker, during the election campaign we 
promised to destroy the gun registry. Guess what? The registry is 
made up of data, information. That is all there is to destroy. I do not 
know what else my colleague would like us to destroy. We will 
destroy what we promised to destroy because the data is wrong. The 
Auditor General said so on September 26, 2006. 


In closing, I will quote the Auditor General: 


Verification frequently determined that information on the weapon's action, make 
or serial number was wrong. 


We will be destroying information that is wrong. 


ke * 
[English] 
PRESENCE IN GALLERY 


The Speaker: I would like to draw the attention of hon. members 
to the presence in the gallery of two ministers from Alberta, the 
honourable Cal Dallas, Minister of Intergovernmental, International 
and Aboriginal Relations, and the honourable Diana McQueen, 
Minister of Environment and Energy. 


Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 


The Speaker: I would also like to draw the attention of hon. 
members to the presence in the gallery of the honourable Craig 
Leonard, Minister of Energy for New Brunswick. 


Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 
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The Speaker: I would like to draw to the attention of hon. 
members the presence in the gallery of Dr. Gordon McBean, the 
internationally recognized meteorologist and climate change expert, 
recipient of the 2007 Nobel Peace Prize, and president-elect of the 
International Council for Science. 


Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 


The Speaker: I would also like to draw the attention of hon. 
members to the presence in the gallery of Commissioner Brian 
Peddle, territorial commander for Canada and Bermuda of the 
Salvation Army. 


Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 


*** 
[Translation] 


BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 


Ms. Héléne Laverdiére (Laurier-Sainte-Marie, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to ask, for the first time as deputy House 
leader of the official opposition, the usual Thursday question. 


To start, I would like to point out that, according to the second 
edition of House of Commons Procedure and Practice, the weekly 
statement is not supposed to serve as an opportunity to engage in 
negotiations or debate. 


That is unfortunate, because just yesterday, the government saw fit 
to shut down debate on another bill, Bill C-13. I would very much 
have liked to remedy that situation by having a debate here in this 
House on the government's repeated undemocratic actions. However, 
I hesitate to do so because I do not want to be reprimanded by the 
Chair. So I will limit myself to saying that I believe that Canadians 
expect elected officials to debate the legislation before them and not 
to engage in procedural games. 


[English] 


Could the government House leader tell us and all Canadians what 
bills he is planning to subject to time allocation next week, other 
than the 644 pages of Bill C-13, and when the House will have its 
next supply day? Given the pattern of opposition days up to now, I 
think we can expect the next supply day on Thursday of next week, 
but please correct me if the government is changing its pattern for 
any reason. 


@ (1510) 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as we have said before, our 
government's top priority is the economy. Despite global economic 
challenges, nearly 600,000 new jobs have been created in Canada, 
90% of-them full-time. Through Canada's economic action plan our 
government has put forward focused and effective policies that have 
promoted job creation and economic growth in all sectors of the 
economy. That has been reflected in this week's successful jobs and 
economic growth week. 


Our government will continue to focus on delivering important 
measures for Canada's economy. Thus, next week we will be 
delivering results on jobs week, and anticipate passing the next 
phase of our low tax plan for jobs and growth next week. 


Business of the House 


Beginning tomorrow, we will move forward on report stage for 
Bill C-18, Marketing Freedom for Grain Farmers Act. This 
important bill provides economic choice to western Canadian 
farmers. I understand that the hon. member for Winnipeg Centre 
has a number of amendments on the notice paper, but keep in mind 
that getting this bill passed would give farmers predictability for next 
year's growing season, which is an objective. I am looking forward 
to a productive, efficient and civil debate on the legislation, which 
will finally deliver freedom to western Canadian grain farmers after 
seven decades. 


[7 ranslation] 


We will continue debate on Bill C-18 next Wednesday. I am 
hoping that we will be debating the bill's third reading on 
Wednesday, if the debate tomorrow turns out to be productive and 
efficient. In the last election, we committed to moving forward with 
Canada's economic action plan, a low tax plan for jobs and growth. 
Canadians gave our Conservative government a majority mandate to 
implement our plan. 


On Monday, we will have the final day of debate on Bill C-13, the 
Keeping Canada's Economy and Jobs Growing Act, our primary bill 
in job creation and economic prosperity week. Bill C-13 implements 
important measures from our budget such as the small business tax 
credit and the extension of the accelerated capital cost allowance to 
make our manufacturers more competitive. 


On Tuesday morning, we will continue debate on Bill C-7, the 
Senate Reform Act. The bill has already been debated on three days, 
so I hope that following Tuesday's debate the opposition will allow 
members to vote on this bill that will allow the Senate to reach its 
full potential as an accountable and democratic institution. 


[English] 


On Tuesday afternoon, we will continue debate on the 
opposition's motion to block Bill C-11, the copyright modernization 
act. The bill is another of our priority economic bills that the 
opposition is trying to prevent coming to a vote through what it calls 
a reasoned amendment. 


Bill C-11 would create modern copyright laws to protect and 
create jobs, promote innovation, and attract new investment to 
Canada. This will be the fourth day that the bill has been debated. 
The time has come for members to have the chance to vote on this 
important economic bill. However, if the opposition continues in its 
efforts to delay and block the bill, we will again debate it on 
Thursday. 


As is always the case, we will give priority to other important bills 
that may be reported back by committees. I refer especially to Bill 
C-10, as I understand that the justice and human rights committee is 
working hard, even as we speak, to complete its clause-by-clause 
consideration of the bill later today, I hope. 
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[Translation] 


Finally, the next allotted day will be on Friday, November 25. 


*k** 
[English] 
POINTS OF ORDER 


TABLING OF DOCUMENT BY PRESIDENT OF THE TREASURY BOARD— 
SPEAKER'S RULING 


The Speaker: I am now ready to rule on the point of order raised 
by the member for Malpeque, on November 4, concerning the 
tabling of a document by the President of the Treasury Board. 


I would like to thank the member for Malpeque for raising this 
matter, as well as the hon. Minister of State and Chief Government 
Whip, and the members for Richmond—Arthabaska and Winnipeg 
North for their comments. 


[Translation] 


The facts of this case are as follows. During oral questions on 
Friday, November 4, 2011, questions were posed which made 
reference to the resignation of a member of the Auditor General’s 
internal audit committee in protest over the appointment of the new 
Auditor General. In one of these questions, the member for Bourassa 
named the individual concerned. Then, after question period, the 
President of the Treasury Board tabled a document that detailed a 
political donation this individual had made, referring to him by name 
twice. 


[English] 


In raising this point of order, the member for Malpeque 
condemned the minister's action, claiming that: 
It is fear and intimidation. It can put the chill of fear into public servants and 


individuals in Canada donating to a political party that a minister will use that against 
them. By implication, it can be damaging to a person's reputation. 


In response, the Chief Government Whip pointed out that since 
the document contained publicly available information, no con- 
fidentiality had been breached and no offence committed. 


Before dealing with the substance of the point of order raised by 
the member for Malpeque, I would remind the House that ministers 
enjoy considerable latitude and may, at their discretion, table a wide 
range of documents in the House. 


Standing Order 32(2) states: 
@ (1515) 


[Translation] 


A Minister of the Crown, or a Parliamentary Secretary acting on behalf of a 
Minister, may, in his or her place in the House, state that he or she proposes to lay 
upon the Table of the House, any report or other paper dealing with a matter coming 
within the administrative responsibilities of the government, and, thereupon, the 
same shall be deemed for all purposes to have been laid before the House. 


[English] 


Accordingly, it is clear that the President of the Treasury Board 
was acting within the established rules of the House in tabling a 
document for the information of members. 


However, the information in the document tabled by the President 
of the Treasury Board, though publicly available, remains informa- 


tion about an individual in his capacity as a private citizen. 
Therefore, the Chair would like to take this opportunity to remind all 
members of what my predecessors had to say on similar matters. 


[Translation] 


As Speaker Fraser outlined in a ruling on May 5, 1987, the 
freedom of speech members of the House enjoy is an “awesome and 
far-reaching privilege”, one that allows our “parliamentary system to 
operate free of any hindrance”. But he added, at page 5766 of the 
Debates, that: 


[English] 
Such a privilege confers grave responsibilities on those who are protected by it. 
By that I mean specifically the Hon. Members of this place.... All Hon. members are 
conscious of the care they must exercise in availing themselves of their absolute 
privilege of freedom of speech. That is why there are long-standing practices and 
traditions observed in this House to counter the potential for abuse. 


[Translation] 


This same caution is taken up in House of Commons Procedure 
and Practice, Second Edition, at page 616, which states: 


Members are discouraged from referring by name to persons who are not 
Members of Parliament and who do not enjoy parliamentary immunity, except in 
extraordinary circumstances when the national interest calls for this. 


[English] 


Cognizant of this fundamental principle and having acknowledged 
that there is no rule that prohibits mentioning individuals by name in 
the House, my predecessors have warned members of the potential 
risks of referring to members of the public in the House. 


On April 24, 2007, on pages 85 and 86 of Debates, Speaker 
Milliken said: 


It is incumbent upon all members to exercise fairness with respect to those who 
are not in a position to defend themselves. That being said, the Chair finds no 
grounds for further action in the present case. 


On May 26, 1987, at page 6375 of Debates, Speaker Fraser went 
even further, stating: 


It is not simply that such people could be slandered, with impunity, without any 
redress available to them, but that wrongdoing may be implied simply by making a 
personal reference. 


On the same occasion he reminded the House of the immediacy 
with which remarks are widely communicated, stating: 


[Translation] 


...We are living in a day when anything said in this place is said right across the 
country and that is why I have said before and why I say again that care ought to 
be exercised, keeping in mind that the great privilege we do have ought not to be 
abused. 


[English] 


I need not elaborate on the fact that what was true in 1987 is even 
truer today. 


It is these wise cautionary remarks that have prompted me to use 
this occasion to remind all hon. members to use great care when 
referring to or singling out an individual who does not have a voice 
here in this House and to avoid circumstances when, by such 
reference, an individual could have his or her reputation damaged 
without having the opportunity to respond. 


I thank all hon. members for their attention. 


November 17, 2011 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 
BUSINESS OF SUPPLY 
OPPOSITION MOTION—ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


The House resumed consideration of the motion, and of the 
amendment. 


Mr. David Wilks (Kootenay—Columbia, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in my place to address this important matter. 


Before I go too far with what I have to say, I believe my hon. 
colleague's motion bears repeating. The hon. member for Toronto 
Centre moved: 

That the House call on the Government of Canada to address on an urgent basis 
the needs of those First Nations communities whose members have no access to 
clean, running water in their homes; that action to address this disparity begin no later 
than spring 2012; and that the House further recognize that the absence of this basic 
requirement represents a continuing affront to our sense of justice and fairness as 
Canadians. 


I thank the hon. member for putting forth this motion and raising 
this vitally important matter. Our government is strongly committed 
to the health and safety of all Canadians, whether they live on 
reserves or off, whether they are aboriginal or not. This remains a 
priority for all of us in the House. 


I also want to inform all hon. members that I support this motion. 
That should come as no surprise to anyone. Like my hon. friend 
from Toronto Centre, I, too, believe the government needs to help 
ensure that all first nations communities have access to safe, clean 
and reliable drinking water. I, too, believe action should continue to 
be taken to ensure this kind of access. I, too, believe that the absence 
of safe, clean and reliable drinking water in first nations communities 
must be addressed. 


Thankfully, our government recognizes the scope of the challenge 
raised in the motion. In fact, when the government assumed office 
five years ago, we made access to drinking water in first nations 
communities a national priority. 


Since 2006, our government has made important and strategic 
infrastructure investments to support first nations in operating their 
water and waste water systems. We also launched a five-point plan 
of action for drinking water in first nations communities. In fact, our 
first budget contained important investments to start delivering 
concrete results from our plan. Moreover, by March 31, 2010, our 
government has invested approximately $1.25 billion in first nations 
water and waste water infrastructure. That investment will total 
approximately $2.5 billion by the end of the 2012-13 fiscal year. 


Clearly, this is a government that is taking action, yet the job is not 
done. We continue to work with willing partners to find and 
implement concrete solutions to support access to safe drinking 
water. Our approach continues to be twofold. First, it involves 
determining with first nations the exact long-term infrastructure 
developments needed for each first nations community. Second, it 
involves putting in place an effective regulatory regime based on 
standards. enshrined in law. This regulatory regime is meant to 
protect the integrity of our current and future infrastructure 
investments and safeguard access to safe drinking water in first 
nations communities. 
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This approach is based on the findings of several key reports. Let 
me take a few minutes to share some valuable insights from those 
reports and how these reports are helping our government deliver 
results and continue to make progress on this important issue. 


To determine the exact long-term infrastructure development 
needed for each first nations community, we carried out a detailed 
national assessment of existing public and private water and water 
waste systems operated by first nations communities across the 
country. This was a comprehensive, independent, third party 
evaluation. 


@ (1520) 


In fact, we are the first government to ever commission a national 
assessment of this kind. The size and scope of the assessment was 
unprecedented. More than 4,000 on-reserve water, waste water, well 
and septic systems were rated against an extensive set of criteria. The 
rating is based on the overall system management risk. It looks at 
whether system design or mechanical features are up to modern 
standards, for example, or if operators are fully certified. 


The report gives us a more complete picture of the challenges and 
opportunities ahead. The national assessment will help first nations 
and our government focus efforts on priority areas. It will point to 
solutions. It will help ensure the most effective and efficient use of 
taxpayer dollars. 


In addition, our government has developed a response plan to 
address the findings and recommendations of the national assess- 
ment. This response focuses on three key areas of action: first, 
improving technologies and partnerships to ensure the best use of 
investments in infrastructure; second, enhancing capacity building 
and training; and third, putting in place legal, enforceable federal 
standards and protocols. 


The assessment is also the government's direct response to a 
recent report of the Auditor General, who called on the government 
to do more to monitor the quality of drinking water on reserves. The 
Auditor General also called for a regulatory regime for on reserve 
drinking water and waste water systems. The Office of the Auditor 
General is not the only institution to make this recommendation. 


In 2006, the government put together a panel of experts to identify 
workable options for a regulatory regime for on-reserve drinking 
water and waste water systems. The panel gathered testimony from 
representatives of first nations, provinces and territories, along with 
various experts in water and engineering. In its report, the panel 
identified three feasible regulatory options. The most sensible option 
was federal incorporation by reference of provincial and territorial 
laws, with adaptations required to meet the needs of first nations 
communities. 
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The Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Devel- 
opment echoed the panel's calls. The commissioner also made a 
series of recommendations. The most important was the call to create 
a federally regulatory regime for drinking water on reserve. Indeed, 
the commissioner stated flatly that until a regulatory regime 
compatible with that in the provinces was in place, the federal 
government could not ensure that first nations people living on 
reserves would have continued access to safe drinking water. 


The Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Devel- 
opment was not alone. A 2007 report of the Standing Senate 
Committee on Aboriginal Peoples came to essentially the same 
conclusion. After hearing from dozens of witnesses, committee 
members stated bluntly in the report: “Legislation to regulate water 
standards on reserve is required. No one, including this committee, 
argues differently”. 


The Senate committee report went on to make another key 
recommendation. The committee called on the government to 
undertake a comprehensive consultation process with first nations 
communities and organizations regarding legislative options, with a 
view to collaboratively developing such legislation. 


That is exactly what we did. In response to this recommendation, 
the Government of Canada initiated an ongoing consultation process. 
To be precise, Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada 
published a discussion paper and distributed it to interested parties in 
advance of a series of focused engagement sessions. Nearly 700 
participants, including more than 500 representatives of first nations 
communities, were given the opportunity to provide their comments 
and suggestions on the proposal made by the panel experts and 
endorsed by the government. 


@ (1525) 


This option is to incorporate, by reference, existing provincial and 
territorial regulations, with adaptation to meet the needs of first 
nations communities. No other viable option was put forward. 


It is that opinion which forms the foundation of Bill S-11, the safe 
drinking water for first nations act. Why the law? This government 
understands that standards on their own are not enough. Standards 
must be supported by the force of law. 


As a result of the dissolution of Parliament on March 26, 2011, 
however, Bill S-11 died in committee. I am pleased to report that the 
Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development has been 
dialoguing with first nations on this issue and will be introducing 
water regulations which will be designed to give the same protection 
to first nations that other Canadians have. This type of legislation 
would make it possible for our government to work with first nations 
communities to develop enforceable federal regulations, regulations 
that would address the provisions of safe drinking water, effective 
treatment of waste water and to protect sources of drinking water in 
first nations communities. Indeed, our government continues to 
make access to safe drinking water and effective waste water 
treatment on reserves a national priority. 


As my hon. friend's motion attests, the challenge remains. On 
Tuesday, Ecojustice, a national charitable organization dedicated to 
ensuring Canadians can enjoy a healthy environment, publicized its 
recent report on water quality in Canada. The group's report noted 
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the absence of drinking water legislation for first nations commu- 
nities. I can assure the people at Ecojustice and all Canadians that we 
recognize the clear need for rigorous standards to uphold the quality 
of drinking water in first nations communities. 


Our government is committed to introducing a federal law 
regarding first nations drinking water as soon as possible. I can 
assure Canadians that we have and continue to make important and 
strategic investments to improve and maintain water and waste water 
systems in first nations communities. 


Our government is committed to working with willing partners to 
ensure first nations communities have access to safe drinking water. 
We will continue to move forward with our first nations and other 
partners to make waste water and water systems solutions a reality. 


@ (1530) 


Mr. Greg Rickford (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, for the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency and for 
the Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern 
Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I appreciate this whole discussion 
today. We are pleased to see the opposition members turning their 
attention to an issue that we have been spending a lot of time and 
action on in the past five years. More contemporaneously, I 
appreciate the member who has been working hard with us on the 
aboriginal affairs committee. 


I have a technical question for him about risk levels as he 
mentioned in his speech. We have been doing the hard work here 
with respect to understanding this fully and completely. What do risk 
levels actually mean? If a community's water system is rated as high 
risk, does that necessarily mean that water in the community is 
unsafe to drink? This would be the first in a series of technical 
questions, but could he start by answering that? 


Mr. David Wilks: Mr. Speaker, there are different designations of 
risk. There is high, medium and low. The system risk scores are an 
overall risk assessment of the management risk and not a measure of 
current water quality. It is the risk that the system would fail to 
produce safe water in the event of a problem. In most cases, systems 
identified as high risk are providing safe water for communities. The 
identification of a system as “high risk” helps the department direct 
resources where they are needed most and is a tool used to prevent 
problems before they arise. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
as this is the first time I have risen to ask a question in the debate 
today, I want to thank the Liberal Party of Canada for putting 
forward this important resolution to focus our attention on first 
nations drinking water quality and I thank the hon. member for 
Kootenay—Columbia for his presentation on the issue. 
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I think we are all of one mind in the House and I would like to 
take partisanship out of it. As long as I can remember, 
parliamentarians of all stripes have been talking about the scandal 
that first nations in this country do not have drinkable water. It is a 
federal responsibility and yet it seems to bedevil the solution. 


I would like to ask the hon. member for Kootenay—Columbia, 
can he suggest how, with new legislation, we could deliver the 
results we want if we do not back it up with billions more dollars? 


@ (1535) 


Mr. David Wilks: Mr. Speaker, it has been recognized in the past 
that we have thrown billions and billions of dollars at this problem. 
Without a standard of law being put in place, we will not be able to 
ensure this works well. When we put the regulation in place, it will 
also be a matter of law to ensure that all systems are run properly, 
legally, and within the letter of the law. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Pierre Nantel (Longueuil—Pierre-Boucher, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to ask the hon. member a question regarding 
Attawapiskat, a community on which I saw a short film, a 
documentary. 


Where does the hon. member rank this community on the scale of 
how underserved it is in terms of drinking water? 


[English] 


Mr. David Wilks: Mr. Speaker, I do not have the list that ranks 
any of the first nations from 1 to 571. They have all been assessed 
and given priority by this government. They will all be looked at. I 
can assure the member that the first nations that he is speaking of 
will be looked at when the measures are put in place. 


Mr. Ray Boughen (Palliser, CPC): Mr. Speaker, let me pass on 
congratulations to my colleague, who I work with in committee, for 
a fine presentation. 


I would ask my colleague to expand a little on the new report that 
is out and talk about what we have in terms of regulations 
concerning the water quality that must be adhered to, and how it will 
help pick up the pace in getting rid of major problems on reserves. 
Might he have a word or two on the new regulations for us? 


Mr. David Wilks: Mr. Speaker, the regulations that will come into 
force will be equal to the provincial and territorial requirements in 
each of the said provinces and/or territories. By ensuring we have 
one collective system of regulation, we will ensure that we fall in 
line with the regulations of both the provinces and territories, and the 
federal government will ensure that occurs as well. It is very 
important that we have one standard that everyone understands is 
safe for all Canadians. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe (Pierrefonds—Dollard, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, the Auditor General's report on the living 
conditions in first nations communities says that, in the past five 
years, conditions have generally not improved and have even 
deteriorated. I am sure you are aware of this. 


The deputy minister said that he had done everything he possibly 
could and that the government would have to give the department 
more tools if it wanted the department to do more. The hon. member 


Business of Supply 


mentioned legislation on drinking water, which we are very happy 
about. 


However, does the hon. member know whether the government 
intends to continue to introduce legislative tools to help. the 
department? 


[English] ‘ 


Mr. David Wilks: Mr. Speaker, this government fully intends to 
continue down the road of ensuring that first nations have the best 
drinking water and waste water treatment centres available to them. 
We will work with first nations across Canada to ensure that occurs. 


Mr. Greg Rickford: Mr. Speaker, just to move this discussion a 
bit further, whether we are talking about first nations or non-first 
nations communities, we have understood the importance of working 
on water treatment and waste water treatments. Obviously, the most 
important goal is residential, but there is also the commercial and 
industrial capacity. I know this member has been working hard on 
the committee around economic development. 


I am wondering if he sees the economic development that we are 
looking at, specifically around land use modernization, or whether 
he sees that in part as a capacity exercise to ensure that first nations 
have the kind of infrastructure they will need to support a variety of 
activities, not just safe drinking water and waste water treatment. 


@ (1540) 


Mr. David Wilks: Mr. Speaker, certainly we have heard from 
several people at committee with regard to economic development in 
first nations reserves. Speaking from the perspective of a former 
mayor in my community, I know the importance of waste water 
treatment plants. I know the cost of them. However, the fact of the 
matter is, to encourage business to come we must have good water 
and we must have good waste water treatment plants, specifically. If 
we do not have that business will not come. 


Some first nations across this great land have recognized the 
importance of waste water systems and they are moving forward to 
ensure that they have the best that is available to them. I believe that 
if we can encourage that and continue to move that forward on all 
first nations reserves, we will have a great opportunity for all first 
nations to become economically sustainable within their first nations 
communities. 


Mr. Mike Sullivan (York South—Weston, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
had the chance a couple of weeks ago to visit the Six Nations reserve 
near Brantford, Ontario and was astounded to learn that in southern 
Ontario, in a fairly built up urban landscape, there are 345 residences 
with no water whatsoever. They must truck water to their homes. 
This has been a problem for many years. There is already good 
drinking water on part of the reserve, so I am not sure what 


* regulation is necessary to provide pipes. 


Could the member explain to me, perhaps, how it is that the 
Government of Canada has neglected over many years the ability for 
these 350-odd residences to actually have drinking water in their 
homes? 
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Mr. David Wilks: Mr. Speaker, we will ensure and work toward 
making sure those people at Six Nations get drinking water to those 
325 homes that the member referred to. The infrastructure that is 
required to be placed into those homes has to be done through 
whatever means is required: putting pipes in the ground, ensuring 
they get to the homes, ensuring they are hooked up to the water 
system, and ensuring they are hooked up to the waste water system. 


I am confident that this will occur very quickly. It is unfortunate 
that it has taken so long, but I can assure the House that our 
committee and the minister will ensure that it happens sooner than 
later. 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
picture a black and white postcard of a toddler. His face is covered 
by a rash, his eyes are dark without shine, the headline is “Water is a 
human right” and the bottom caption reads “Do you have running 
water? I don't...and I live in Canada, I need your help”. 


This card is part of a campaign by the Assembly of Manitoba 
Chiefs to raise awareness about the lack of safe and clean drinking 
water on many remote first nations reserves. 


Now imagine walking down a path lined by trees to the lake on 
the Garden Hill First Nation. This is the walk a young boy must 
make every second day, just so he can break a hole in the ice to draw 
water for his family. 


The former Auditor General Sheila Fraser reported that the 
government had failed time and again to take measures that would 
improve the quality of life for first nations. The basics of life, such as 
adequate housing, clean drinking water, child welfare, education, are 
persistently and dramatically substandard. As a result, Ms. Fraser 
said, in her parting words to Parliament: 


I am profoundly disappointed to note...that despite federal action in response to 
our recommendations over the years, a disproportionate number of First Nations 
people still lack the most basic services that other Canadians take for granted...In a 
country as rich as Canada, this disparity is unacceptable. 


She went on to explain that on first nations reserves conditions are 
getting worse instead of getting better, and recommended a complete 
overhaul of federal tools and increased participation of first nations. 


Let me provide a specific example. The home of 82-year-old Mr. 
Taylor, who is a diabetic and requires dialysis every few days, has no 
bathroom and no running water. The hole in the ice is where he 
draws his water. The slop pail, a bucket covered by a garbage bag 
serves as his facilities in his upstairs bedroom. There is an outhouse, 
but it is inconvenient at minus 40°C. 


Not being able to wash can have much more serious health 
consequences than diarrhea and skin infections. Lack of running 
water and therefore hand washing, a means of infection control is 
part of the reason northern Manitoba aboriginal communities were so 
badly impacted during the HIN1 pandemic. 


Over the former Auditor General's 10-year term, her office 
produced 31 audit reports on aboriginal issues. Last year Indian and 
Northern Affairs Canada, itself, reported there was little or no 
progress in the well-being of first nations communities. A gap Ms. 
Fraser called unacceptable. 
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She explained that she actually thought it was quite tragic when 
there is a population in this country that does not have the sword of 
basic services that Canadians take for granted. Ms. Fraser concluded 
that too many first nations people still lack clean drinking water. 


The federal government has jurisdiction over water on reserves, 
and provides support and funding to help these communities 
construct, upgrade and manage on reserve water systems. 


Aside from federal policies, administrative guidelines and funding 
arrangements, there is no regulatory regime covering the quality and 
safety of drinking water in first nations communities, just as there is 
no legislation setting out responsibilities for educating children on 
reserves and no funding is assured. 


Bill S-11, an act respecting the safety of drinking water on first 
nation lands was tabled in Parliament in May 2010, and attempted to 
address the regulatory void. Bill S-11 would have enabled the federal 
government to regulate drinking water on reserves, and incorporate 
and adapt relevant provincial legislation for the needs of first nations 
communities. 


Bill S-11 was met with substantial resistance by first nations 
groups because it infringed on their jurisdiction. Furthermore, the 
2010 Auditor General report warned that it could take years before 
regulations under Bill S-11 could be developed and fully 
implemented. The bill died when the federal election was called in 
the spring of 2011. 


@ (1545) 


Water is essential for life. No living creature can survive without 
it. Water is a prerequisite for human health and well-being, as well as 
for the preservation of the environment. Water is the lifeblood of the 
land and of indigenous peoples who rely upon it. 


First nations have, therefore, always viewed water as a sacred 
trust. From time immemorial, first nations have focused their 
existence on water; for example, their careful selection of 
community sites for transportation and harvest from waters. The 
amount of freshwater on earth is limited and its quality is under 
constant strain. Preserving the quality of freshwater is important for 
the drinking water supply, food production and recreational water 
use. Water quality can be compromised by infectious agents, 
radiological hazards and toxic chemicals. 


Today, nearly two billion people live in water-stressed areas of the 
world and three billion have no water within a kilometre of their 
homes. Every eight seconds a child dies of water-borne disease, 
deaths that could be easily preventable with access to clean, safe 
water. 
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The lives of indigenous peoples are intricately tied to the land and 
the water. As those who live closest to the land and rely most heavily 
upon it, indigenous peoples strongly feel the effect of water 
depletion, pollution and other changes. Safe water supplies, hygienic 
sanitation and good water management are fundamental to global 
health. Safe water could annually prevent 1.4 million child deaths 
due to diarrhea, 860,000 child deaths due to malnutrition, 500,000 
deaths due to malaria and 280,000 deaths due to drowning. Almost 
one-tenth of the global disease burden could be prevented by simply 
reducing risks of water-borne infectious diseases through increasing 
access to safe drinking water and improving sanitation, hygiene and 
water management. 


There are many examples of water tragedies in Canada. For 
example, in 2000, seven people died in the community of Walkerton, 
Ontario, when their drinking water was contaminated with E. colli. 
However, it is aboriginal communities that have been disproportio- 
nately affected by the water crisis. 


Despite repeated government pledges to ensure first nations have 
access to clean drinking water, their water is still often contaminated. 
The former auditor general, Sheila Fraser, reported that although the 
federal government had drafted legislation to ensure water safety, 
concrete changes were years away. 


Most disturbing still is the fact that water quality testing is being 
undertaken only sporadically and key information is not being 
shared. More than half of reserves' drinking water systems are at risk. 
This past summer a national study of nearly 600 drinking water and 
waste water systems on first nations found that nearly three-quarters 
were classified at medium or high risk of not meeting safety 
standards. Specifically, over one-third were classified in the high-risk 
category. 


The Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development 
said that the report was identifying risk and stressed that the findings 
did not mean water was unfit to drink. I do not want to take a plane 
that has a high risk of not touching down, just as I do not want to 
drink water that has a high risk of not meeting safety standards. 
Thirty per cent of the high risk was from either the source water or 
the design. The rest was all due to operation, monitoring and 
reporting. I, therefore, would ask what concrete actions the 
government has taken to increase training, monitoring and reporting, 
and what moneys have been made available to pay for these urgent 
activities. 


The world is waking up to the water and sanitation crisis. The lack 
of access to clean water is one of the greatest human rights violations 
in the world. We have the millennium development goals, with an 
aim to reduce, by half by 2015, the proportion of people without 
access to safe drinking water and basic. sanitation. We are in the 
midst of the United Nations water for life decade, a decade of action 
to promote efforts to fulfill international commitments made on 
water and water-related issues by 2015. 


@ (1550) 


When will the government address the water and sanitation crisis 
in our own country? Specifically, how will the government raise 
awareness about the water crisis? Action starts with awareness. How 
will the government undertake meaningful consultation on matters 
affecting first nations rights with respect to water and waste water? 
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How will the government consult and work with first nations to 
address the resource gap? Will the government provide adequate 
financial resources to regions to conduct a thorough impact analysis 
to determine the financial, policy development and technical needs 
for each region? 


In 2006, the expert panel on safe drinking water for first nations 
found that the federal government had never provided adequate 
funding to first nations to ensure that water quality standards on 
reserves could improve. 


I want to make it very clear that our party will not support 
legislation on safe drinking water that is introduced without an 
implementation plan for additional resourcing that fully addresses 
the deficiencies identified in the national assessment of first nations 
water and waste water systems. 


The government must collaborate with first nations and obtain 
their free, prior and informed consent on the range of regulatory 
options regarding safe drinking water identified by the expert panel 
on drinking water for first nations before the reintroduction of 
legislation. 


The United Nations has recognized water and sanitation as a 
human right. On July 28, 2010, the United Nations General 
Assembly overwhelmingly agreed to a resolution declaring human 
right to safe and clean drinking water and sanitation. The resolution 
had 122 countries vote in its favour, while 41 countries, including 
Canada, abstained. 


At the very time of the resolution, more than 100 boil water 
advisories were in effect on reserves and, for another 49 first nations 
communities, boiling water did not make the water safe enough for 
consumption. As of July 2011, there were 126 first nations 
communities across Canada under a drinking water advisory, an 
increase from 106 communities in 2008. As of October 31, 2011, 
there were 124 first nations communities across Canada under a 
drinking water advisory. 


The MKO grand chief, David Harper, clearly told a Senate 
committee in February 2011 that the lack of running water in more 
than 1,000 homes in northern Manitoba was a violation of the United 
Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. He 
explained that his people were living in third world conditions, that 
families in the Island Lake region of Manitoba had less water every 
day than people in refugee camps. 


People in the Island Lake region survive on just 10 litres per day, 
usually carried by family members in pails from local water pipes. 
Additional water comes untreated from lakes and rivers that have 
tested positive for contamination, including E. coli. 
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Just this week, Ecojustice confirmed earlier findings, namely, 
“although billions have been spent and new legislation has been 
proposed, water quality in first nations Communities is still far below 
that of off reserve communities and it shows few signs of 
improving”. Specifically, Ecojustice issued a report card on water 
and its lowest mark was awarded to the federal government, in part 
for the local improvement in water quality in first nations 
communities. 


Global assessments indicate that the annual cost of not addressing 
water and sanitation amounts to 1.8 million deaths, health care costs 
of $7 billion U.S. to health institutions, $340 million US. to 
individual households and an opportunity cost of time lost in illness 
and care of $63 billion U.S. — 


@ (1555) 


For a number of decades, water and sanitation issues were 
considered synonymous with disease and poverty. Inadequate water 
supplies, unsafe water resources, poor water management and 
inequitable access translated into time loss, financial cost, a burden 
of disease and high health care costs. 


Over the past 15 years, this thinking has considerably changed. 
Water and sanitation issues are now considered an engine for 
development. Universal access to improved water supply, safe water 
resources and water resource management all have the potential to 
contribute to time and financial savings, better health and averted 
disease costs, and economically productive populations. 


As discussed earlier, infectious water-related diseases are a major 
cause of morbidity and mortality worldwide. It is important to 
remember that newly recognized pathogens and new strains of 
established pathogens are being discovered and present additional 
challenges to both the water and public health sectors. For example, 
between 1972 and 1999, 35 new agents of disease were discovered 
and many more have re-emerged. Some of these pathogens may be 
transmitted by water. 


Canada should be aggressively pursuing new ways to protect 
public health by reducing contaminants in the drinking water for all 
Canadians by protecting drinking water resources, modernizing the 
tools available to communities to meet their clean water require- 
ments and providing affordable clean water services in rural 
communities. 


It is time for the Government of Canada to implement a 
comprehensive national water strategy that upgrades national 
drinking water standards. In April 2008, the Canadian Medical 
Association Journal reported that there were 1,766 boil water 
advisories currently in place in Canadian municipalities, not 
including first nations communities. 


Of the roughly 90,000 houses on reserves in 2008, approximately 
2,100 homes had no water service and 4,700 had no sewage service. 


Advisories are intended to be a precautionary measure in the 
public health tool kit. However, given the fact that some have been 
in place for at least five years, they are apparently being used as a 
band-aid solution. 


As part of a national strategy for water, the government might 
consider the urgent need for infrastructure investment, committed 
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federal funding for municipalities and first nations communities to 
upgrade public water utilities, protection and preservation of water 
for all forms of life and for future generations, and federal backstop 
legislation to keep water in its basins and effectively ban bulk water 
exports. 


Clean water is one of life's most basic needs and, therefore, it is 
unthinkable that communities are told to manage without it. The fact 
that over 100 first nations communities cannot drink their water is a 
national disgrace. One chief asked,: “I wonder how different the 
response would have been if the residents of Toronto were without 
access to water?” 


I will finish by asking whether hon. members worry about the 
safety of their drinking water. 


It is time that everyone in this chamber joined with first nations in 
demanding accountability and the right to safe drinking water. 
Moreover, it is time that the federal government be held accountable 
for its poor water protection grade. 


® (1600) 


Hon. Lynne Yelich (Minister of State (Western Economic 
Diversification), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to make a 
correction to the member's statements about not having a strategy 
and not giving attention to water and waste water. 


Between 2006-07 and 2012-13 the government allocated over 
$2.5 billion in water and waste water infrastructure in first nations 
communities: through the economic action plan, $187.7 million for 
water and waste water projects across Canada; with those funds in 
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada invested in 23 
water and waste water projects. 


I could go on. I could go to the best-based funding. Every 
government currently invests approximately $422 million annually 
to support ongoing projécts such as roads, bridges, electrification, 
infrastructure in first nations communities and about $290 million 
for on-reserve housing needs. 


We have invested in education, in housing and also in economic 
development because the first nations have asked for the creation of 
an economy in which they can participate. Since 2006, our 
government has done a lot. 


Has the member any record of what was done before 2006 to set 
the record straight, given that she goes on about how many years 
first nations communities have been in such dire straits? Our 
government has paid attention to that and has made huge 
investments. 
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Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Mr. Speaker, there was no need for a 
correction. This is about getting results. 


While $330 million in the 2008 budget was allocated to safe 
drinking water in First Nations communities over two years, the 
current government has backed away from the Kelowna Accord that 
dedicated $5.1 billion to improving the socio-economic conditions 
and access to water for Aboriginal people. Although the Accord 
would not have closed the gap between the standard of living for 
First Nations and non-aboriginals in Canada, it was a sign of 
progress. “The Kelowna Accord was not the whole solution, but it 
was an incredibly important first step in implementing a compre- 
hensive plan that would lead to a lasting solution,” said National 
Grand Chief Phil Fontaine in addressing the Senate Standing”. It was 
reached in November 2005 by the Government of Canada, 
provincial Premiers and Aboriginal leaders.Committee on Aborigi- 
nal Peoples. 


© (1605) 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
hon. friend for her passion and compassion on this issue. 


We can all point fingers and talk about what was done in the past 
and ask if we are doing enough right now, but in my riding of 
Sudbury, many times the Canadian Red Cross has come to support 
the folks from Kashechewan who have been evacuated. Too many 
times we have seen aboriginal people from the north come to our 
communities, being pulled from their homes because they cannot 
find water to drink. That is appalling in this day and age. 


To address this issue is we need to stop finger-pointing. Let us get 
to work and end this, because there is no reason that people in 
Canada should go without drinking water. 


Could the hon. member comment on that? 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member is absolutely 
right, this is what today is about, that we bring attention and that we 
work to get 100% of people living on first nations reserves the water 
and waste water treatment the rest of Canada has. 


Nursing stations in Island Lake offer baths to medically vulnerable 
people who have no running water at home. 


The physicians say, “We complain to each other about how much 
time we spend on this stuff. We would like to spend more time on 
education, heart disease, diabetes prevention, maternal child issues, 
but we cannot, because we have to take care of what needs attention 
right now”. 


Being unable to wash can have much more serious health 
consequences than diarrhea and skin infections, as residents of St. 
Theresa Point discovered when HIN1 flu exploded in the spring of 
2009. “Lack of access to water and overcrowding facilitated the 
spread of these viruses”, a Health Canada media spokeswoman 
acknowledged. 

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to ask the hon. member for Etobicoke North a question 
that has not been put forward today. 


Does she think that part of the problem is that we do not regulate 
safe drinking water for Canadians? All of our drinking water 
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standards are guidelines, so when the federal government fails to 
provide safe drinking water it is not breaking any law. 


Similarly, when the Newfoundland government hid from New- 
foundland and Labrador residents that trihalomethane, a cancer- 
causing substance, had contaminated local drinking water, it was not 
breaking any law. 


Do we need to take a different look at the way Canada regulates 
drinking water overall, without taking anything away from the fact 
that the worst situation is in first nations communities? 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Mr. Speaker, it is time for the government to 
implement a comprehensive national water strategy as well as 
upgrade our national drinking water standards. 


As part of that national water strategy, I see the urgent need for 
infrastructure investment, committed federal funding for munici- 
palities and first nations communities to upgrade public water 
utilities, protection and preservation of water for all forms of life and 
future generations as well as federal backstop legislation to keep 
water in its basin and effectively ban bulk water exports. 


Mrs. Cheryl Gallant (Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I want to comment on the member for Etobicoke 
North's reference to the national assessment report on risk. 


Two-thirds of the risks associated with first nations water facilities 
actually relate to their capacity and the challenges that first nations 
have in training qualified water plant operators. 


Since 2006, the number of certified operators has increased from 
375 to 775 in 2011. Therefore, rather than support the Liberal record 
of inaction, will the member not support the legal standards in place? 


An hon. member: She doesn't have the answer. 
© (1610) 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Mr. Speaker, I am trying to understand what 
the question was actually. Because I found it difficult to follow, I will 
raise a health issue. 


I will bring this back to what this discussion is supposed to be 
focused on and talk about baby Jacob. He is covered in crust and 
sores that look painful. The nurses are not certain what his skin 
condition is, eczema perhaps, but they have told his mom that the 
best way to help this child's skin heal is to keep him clean all the 
time. 


This is a tall order. His mother has to haul water from one of the 
town's outdoor taps. She only has one pail. It is a 38 litre pail for five 
family members, which works out to about 8 litres of clean water per 
person each day in a community where everything is covered in a 
thick layer of mud from unpaved roads. That is half the amount of 
water the family would likely be given by international aid agencies 
if the situation were recognized as a health emergency. 
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Mr. Mike Sullivan (York South—Weston, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
spent a day recently at a reserve in southern Ontario, which 
amazingly has for decades not had clean water for many of its 
residents. Those decades span federal governments of all stripes, 
except the NDP, yet there has been no pipes run. Somebody needs to 
run pipes and there is no action. Regulations will not fix it. Talking 
about it will not fix it. 


I also discovered that my hon. colleague's riding is the subject of a 
land claim by these same people at the Six Nation. I do not know if 
she is aware of that. 


Could she comment on the need, not for regulation and not for 
talk, to actually send somebody with bulldozers and pipes and put 
water in the ground. 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Mr. Speaker, we were there a few weeks ago 
and I am very aware of the issue. 


I work very closely with first nations. I will again stress the health 
issue here. 


Ruth Wood is 64. She lugs a latrine pail up a hill to the outhouse 
to dump it because her husband is in a wheelchair after neck surgery 
and cannot walk to the privy. He worries that they will be forced out 
of their home when his wife can no longer handle the buckets. 


In winter, Nicole Mason, who is 14, and her little brother Andy, 
who is 6, haul drinking water home in St. Theresa Point on a plastic 
sled through driving snow. 


Bernard Flett can barely walk, so one of his daughters sometimes 
hauls two buckets at a time with a wooden yolk over her shoulders. 


Today is about bringing everyone together to take action on a 
national crisis in the country. 


Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I will be 
splitting my time with my colleague from Edmonton—Strathcona. 


I stand here proud to represent the people of northern Manitoba, 
recognizing that we have incredible diversity in our part of the 
country and, with it, tremendous opportunity as well with the wealth 
of human resource in our region. We are also one of the youngest 
regions in Canada and northern Manitoba. Many young people 
looking ahead at what they hope will be a bright future are part of 
communities that are looking down the line to see how they can 
make our part of the country a better place in which to live. 


However, along with our tremendous opportunity and that wealth 
of knowledge and incredible diversity, there are also some extreme 
challenges that people in northern Manitoba face. Perhaps the most 
acute of these challenges exists on some of the northern remote first 
nations that I have the honour to represent. 


I would like to point particularly to the reality faced by the Island 
Lake region's four first nations, St. Theresa Point, Garden Hill, 
Wasagamack and Red Sucker Lake, communities that are quickly 
growing. Many of the people who live in these communities are 
young people looking ahead at a reality that is very different from 
the reality most Canadians realize. I would argue that reality, as more 
Canadians have come to know of it today, is one that shocks many 
people because it is so far from not just the kind of services 


Canadians have, but the kind of daily actions that we expect any 
Canadian to go through. 


The more than 40% of the 1,880 first nations homes in Canada 
that still do not have water service are located in these four Island 
Lake first nations. More than 800 homes in the Island Lake first 
nations are without water service. As many people in the House 
know, homes are often overcrowded, leaving multiple generations to 
live with the social turmoil that is involved with such a reality. What 
exacerbates that is the fact that so many of these houses do not have 
running water. 


A couple of years ago, it was important for me to stand, along 
with people in the NDP, and call for urgent action when it came to 
the HINI pandemic that hit the Island Lake first nations 
disproportionately. Many people wonder why that was the case, 
but we know that the correlation between influenza, viruses and 
illnesses of all kinds and no running water is a very strong one. 
Instead of a long-term plan, the government focused the discussion 
around hand sanitizers. Even when we asked for a proper response 
when it came to medical professionals, the government took a long 
time to be there. 


The story of the Island Lake first nations is one that is more 
extreme than others. The other communities I represent, such as 
Shamattawa, Hollow Water, Bloodvein and Marcel Colomb, which 
is working to build its first nation, also face extreme challenges in 
providing proper water services to their residents. 


Simply put, the situation facing so many first nations in northern 
Manitoba and across Canada is unacceptable. First nations people 
across Canada face third-world living conditions, conditions that so 
many of us could not even imagine. 


I think of the people I visited in communities across my 
constituency and communities in Island Lake, where I have the 
chance to drive on the ice roads to go and visit every year, if not 
more than once a year. I remember in the last election, following 
extreme pressure from both the media and the leadership in the first 
nations in Island Lake, the response given to them by the Ministry of 
Indian Affairs was a slop pail for every home. In fact, I took a picture 
with a slop pail and for many people it was a mix of shame, disgust 
and perhaps awe, trying to understand what the government meant to 
say on how little it thought of the reality faced by people in Island 
Lake. 


Today, I am pleased to hear the government is supporting the 
motion in front of us and is committing to action. I am eager to know 
that this action is not around sending a new round of slop pails or 
water tubs, but that it looks at long-term investment in these 
communities. 


@ (1615) 


I am also concerned that the reality today is not just one that has 
been developed over the last five years. Previous Liberal govern- 
ments have committed to the unacceptable reality that so many first 
nations face in northern Manitoba, through the starving of capital 
funds to first nations due to the 2% cap, and through the refusal to 
understand that first nations people, under Liberal and current 
Conservative governments, deserve the dignity that we all deserve as 
Canadians. 
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Today, I am proud to stand with my colleagues in the NDP to call 
for a real action plan that supports the needs of first nations and 
changes this unacceptable reality that they face. I would like to call 
for a visionary approach, recognizing that it is not just about clean 
water, housing and education, but it is about understanding that first 
nations people in Canada fall well below their non-aboriginal 
counterparts when it comes to quality of life. 


It shows a structural inability of government after government to 
deal with first nations people on an equal level, to recognize the self- 
governing capacity of first nations. We must work with them in 
partnership and recognize that, in the case of Manitoba and first 
nations across the country, we must respect their treaty rights. In 
doing so, we commit to changing that reality together. As first 
nations face third world conditions, it is something that all Canadians 
face. 


We must recognize that making such change brings tremendous 
opportunity to our country. If first nations young people have proper 
housing conditions, water conditions and education, they will be able 
to contribute to Canadian society like anyone else. Our economy will 
benefit, our social fabric will benefit and we will all benefit. 


As the member of Parliament for Churchill, I am asking on behalf 
of so many first nations and as a proud New Democrat, for us to put 
an end to the piecemeal approaches or the public relations stunts. We 
need to work with first nations who have worked very hard, whose 
leadership and community members and organizations have worked 
very hard to put the issues on the table and to bring solutions 
forward. These solutions are based on partnering with other 
jurisdictions, such as provincial governments and municipal actors, 
to discuss economic development. At the end of the day, though, the 
Government of Canada has a fiduciary obligation to first nations. 
The third world conditions that exist on first nations in Canada today 
are a shame to the Government of Canada and a shame to all of us. 


I am asking today that we put aside the debates about who has 
done what. We are far off the mark in ensuring that first nations and 
aboriginal people in Canada have the same dignity that we all 
deserve, that we share with them in building a vision that looks at 
equality, fairness, dignity and a new way of thinking of the kind of 
Canada that we want: a Canada where we enjoy the equality, but 
recognize the rights of the first peoples of our country. No one in 
Canada today should live the reality that so many first nations 
experience and we all, as Canadians, first nations, Métis and Inuit 
deserve dignity in a Canada of 2011 and moving forward. 


@ (1620) 


Mr. Greg Rickford (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, for the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency and for 
the Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern 
Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member for Churchill and I share a 
vast border together and communities in her riding and mine are 
long-standing families. She and her father have done some work on 
this file and others for her communities. I have had an opportunity to 
be the nurse in charge at St. Theresa Point and nurse in Cross Lake 
and Norway House, a beautiful part of the country. There are 
certainly some challenges there. 
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With respect to Island Lake, this government has taken immediate 
measures that resulted from meetings with department officials last 
year. Septic trucks, water trucks and other equipment were brought 
in over the winter roads and a plan was put in place to conduct an 
assessment on a house-to-house basis of community water and waste 
water needs. 


In terms of her comments with respect to a piecemeal approach, 
that was an urgent intervention. Would she not agree that the three 
critical components to a good comprehensive plan would be capacity 
development, certifications to report, monitor and maintain those 
facilities, infrastructure needs, and legislation, and that this 
triumvirate forms the basis for a good strategy moving forward? 


Ms. Niki Ashton: Mr. Speaker, I respect my colleague's work in 
the critical area of health care services in northern Manitoba and 
across northern Ontario. 


I am encouraged to see the attention to dealing with the reality of 
so many first nations. However, many promises have been made. 
Recent promises to the Island Lake region resulted in people getting 
new slop pails and water containers. The parameters that we are 
setting in our policies are not translating to real change on the 
ground. That is why when I hear the minister committing to a plan, I 
know the Island Lake first nations and people across northern 
Manitoba are keen to see how this will make a tangible difference in 
ensuring that there is clean running water in their homes and 
communities. 


@ (1625) 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank my hon. colleague for her great work on this subject 
and the work she does for her constituents. 


This is an issue for those of us who live in northern communities. I 
am from an urban centre in northern Ontario, but I see the effect 
among those who come from the northern communities into Sudbury 
when they have been evacuated because their drinking water supply 
has been contaminated by solid waste treatment. Money has been 
spent on evacuation, which is necessary. It is sad that we still live in 
a day and age when those who live in rural communities in the north, 
especially aboriginal communities, are going without water. It is a 
necessity of life. 


I would like to hear what my hon. colleague has to say in relation 
to what we can do right now to ensure that we are addressing this 
catastrophe. 


Ms. Niki Ashton: Mr. Speaker, I would like to note the work done 
by my colleague from Sudbury in ensuring that northern Canadians 
of all backgrounds have the kind of fairness that they deserve, 
whether it is in terms of health, education or the economy. 


The point he made was about putting emphasis on right now, 
which is the critical piece. This is an urgent situation. We know the 
health impact as a result of the lack of clean running water. We know 
the tremendous social and even psychological impacts that people 
face while living in such undignified conditions. Let us ensure that 
the plan being put forward by the government echoes the plans that 
are being asked for by first nations. 
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First nations have done extensive work. They have pointed to 
opportunities for partnerships and information that needs to be 
pursued. Let us listen to them, work in partnership with them and 
make sure that the third world living conditions that first nations 
experience today are no more. 


[Translation] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): It is my duty, 
pursuant to Standing Order 38, to inform the House that the 
questions to be raised tonight at the time of adjournment are as 
follows: the hon. member for Saint-Jean, The Economy; the hon. 
member for Vaudreuil—Soulanges, Canada Post; the hon. member 
for Cape Breton—Canso, The Environment. 


[English] 


Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to thank the hon. member for Churchill for 
sharing her time with me. 


I support the motion by the hon. member for Toronto Centre but 
on condition, as was complied with and consented to, of a very 
critical amendment to that motion. The critical amendment calls for 
immediate action on an issue that has gone on far too long in this 
country. We are happy to support this motion subject to the 
amendment also passing that immediate, urgent action be taken to 
address the critical situation with respect to access to drinking water 
for our first nations people in Canada. 


The dire situation faced by far too many aboriginal communities 
deserved urgent, substantial action and investment in decades past by 
former Conservative and Liberal governments. Today is an 
opportunity for every elected member in the House to support the 
call for immediate action and investment, and I emphasize action and 
investment. 


First nations people grow tired of hearing the same response by 
the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs every day in the House, that the 
government is spending a lot of money. The government is spending 
a lot of money on a lot of things, but it is not addressing the urgent 
needs of first nations women, children, elders and families for 
potable water for safe washing and drinking. They deserve it now, 
‘not next week, not next month, not next year, not in the next decade. 


National Chief Shawn Atleo testified on Bill S-11, the proposed 
safe drinking water act for first nations tabled by the government in 
the Senate, not in the House, during the last Parliament. That bill, by 
the way, was roundly spoken against by every first nation 
organization and leader who testified. We are still waiting for the 
long-promised revised and improved law to come forward. 


Chief Atleo said that federal action to provide safe drinking water 
services to all first nations is a clear priority for the first nations he 
represents. It does not yet appear to be a priority for the Conservative 
government. 


I want members to hear me clearly. It is not an adequate response 
if the measures, including promised but not yet forthcoming laws, 
taken are not based on direct consultation with first nations and 
accommodation of their stated needs, interests and recommenda- 
tions. 


Chief Atleo advised that three distinct and inseparable actions 
must be taken to ensure sustainable supply of safe drinking water to 
first nations communities. Those include first, clear assurance of the 
necessary resources to ensure that first nations can comply with any 
future drinking water standards. Second, a genuine process of 
consultation with first nations in the development of the rules is 
needed. Chief Atleo gave examples of where in the past there had 
been genuine and constructive dialogue on legislation. Regrettably 
he advised, that has not yet occurred in this matter. 


His third action is the recognition that no first nation will agree to 
any law that abrogates or derogates aboriginal and treaty rights. That 
was the most strident objection voiced by all first nations witnesses 
testifying to the law put forward by the government in the last 
Parliament. 


Those views were echoed at other forums sponsored by the federal 
government. The former Indian affairs department, now Aboriginal 
Affairs and Northern Development Canada, appointed an expert 
panel on safe drinking water for first nations. Yet again another 
review, another study. It reported in 2006. It recommended exactly 
what Chief Atleo called for. 


We need to provide legislative protections for first nations 
communities in the same way that those protections are accorded to 
all other communities in this country. How does that happen, 
because the government in its wisdom, like all past Liberal and 
Conservative governments, has refused to enact binding, legal, safe 
drinking water standards? 


® (1630) 


Therefore, when we deal with first nation peoples who are 
supposed to be protected by this national government, we see that 
the government has failed to provide those same standards to first 
nation peoples. 


The expert panel recommended that yes, we need to have 
legislation provide a useful framework for that law and the number 
of options, but also said that the government must not move forward 
until it guarantees the resources and training are in place so those 
nations can comply with that law. 


Then the Senate had yet another review before its aboriginal 
committee. In 2007, based on the testimony yet again by government 
and first nation leaders, it made exactly the same recommendations 
that were put forward by the national chief, and in fact by all the 
chiefs who had been testifying, and by the INAC expert panel. 


Thus the duty to consult and accommodate is very important, and 
the first nations are calling upon the government to take that 
seriously. That duty was upheld by the supreme Court of Canada in a 
very important case brought by a first nation in my province, the 
Mikisew Cree First Nation. That decision was very clear: before the 
federal government makes any decision on any policy or law, or on 
any matter affecting the resources, interests or people of first nations, 
it has an overriding constitutional obligation to consult, accom- 
modate and respond. 
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It is not good enough that the government keeps reminding first 
nations how much money it spent, or to be patient because safe 
drinking water laws are coming soon. It needs to genuinely commit 
the budget now. 


In a moment, I will reveal what the budget number is. How do I 
know the number? It is because the government commissioned an 
engineering group to do the work of identifying that exact figure. 


If the first nations suffering under continuing boiled water 
advisories cannot hold out hope that the government is going to 
respond to all of those previous reviews, they might heed the advice 
of the former Auditor General, Sheila Fraser. In her final audit report 
this year, she identified first nation drinking water as among the 
critical outstanding matters warranting priority federal action. She 
admitted that the government had taken some action, but decried the 
lack of any real progress in improving the lives and well-being of 
people living on reserves. She has said that despite her office 
producing over the past decade “...no fewer than 31 audit reports on 
aboriginal issues....too many First Nations people still lack what 
most other Canadians take for granted”. 


She called for major structural reforms, including a legislated base 
for programs, including safe drinking water, and “commensurate 
statutory funding”. Those are very important words, “commensurate 
statutory funding”. 


What she pointed out with examples from education was that in 
the case of first nation children, they do not have a statutory right to 
ensure that governments issue money on a regular basis to meet their 
educational needs or, in this case, their safe drinking water needs. 
No. First of all, the first nation has to agree that it will build a 
treatment plant or build the piping or fix the piping or do some 
training. Then, on that condition, the government will eventually 
sign a contribution agreement and eventually the first nation will 
receive some money, but only for a year. Then it starts all over again. 


She also called for support for local service delivery by first 
nations. Again, the Auditor General was listening to first nations. 
Will the government listen to the first nations? 


Let us put a reality fix on the scale of the problem. As I 
mentioned, the engineering report commissioned by the government, 
issued this year, identified a cost of an additional $3.5 billion simply 
to bring first nation water supplies up to standards legally required 
for other Canadian communities. It may be noted that for Alberta 
alone, the cost is $162 million. 


I want to add that it is not enough just to deal with the end of the 
pipe. As members may be aware, or those who were in the last 
Parliament or have taken the time to take a look at what occurred in 
the last Parliament, a number of us issued a report based on a review 
of the impact of the oil sands on water. In that report, it was very 
clear that the federal government was dropping its responsibilities on 
the protection of source water. 


That is absolutely critical. The best way to reduce the costs for 
first nations of treating their water is to ensure that the source water 
is clean. 


A few days ago, I mentioned the high levels of carbon in the 
source water of the Fort McKay community. If they had a safer 
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source of water, they could reduce the harm to their community by 
not having to add more chlorine to their water. 
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In closing, first nations deserve a law to ensure their right to safe 
drinking water, they deserve the resources to move on that 
immediately, they deserve respect for their aboriginal and treaty 
rights, and they deserve real consultation in this matter. 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the issue of funding for 
safe drinking water has come up repeatedly in many speeches. 
However, numerous reports, including some by the previous Auditor 
General just cited by the member opposite, state that that there are 
not yet clear standards for accountabilities for investment, and that 
water infrastructure itself sometimes faces a shortened life cycle 
because these facilities are not governed by the sustainable 
infrastructure and the accountability that should go with sustainable 
infrastructure. 


I will read what we take to be a reasonable statement by the 
member opposite: “The Auditor General is very clear. Throwing 
money at the problem is not enough. You need structural reform. 
Unlike the rest of Canadians who actually have laws providing us... 
safe drinking water, none of that exists for First Nations peoples, and 
they're calling for very reasonable recommendations to move on 
restructuring how these services give some legal certainty...” 


That is a statement made in June by member for Edmonton— 
Strathcona. I would like to know if she stands by that statement 
today. 


© (1640) 

Ms. Linda Duncan: Mr. Speaker, I absolutely do. If the member 
took the time to read the full Auditor General's report, he would 
understand what she was talking about. 


The Auditor General called for structural reform in government. 
Why did she call for that? It was so that the federal departments and 
officials could be held accountable by the first nations for the 
responsibilities they have to provide safe drinking water. 


Absolutely, I stand by that. T have the highest respect for the 
former Auditor General, and she was bang on. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe (Pierrefonds—Dollard, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am sure that, like me, my colleague from 
Edmonton—Strathcona is insulted to hear the Conservatives say that 
they have done a lot of work since 2006, when the Auditor General's 
report is clear. There has been virtually no improvement in the past 
five years, and things have even gotten worse in some cases, for 
example with education and adequate housing. 
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I would like my colleague to talk to us a bit about what the 
Auditor General's report said regarding the suggestions, which go 
beyond legislation. 


[English] 


Ms. Linda Duncan: Mr. Speaker, indeed, the Auditor General's 
final report did go much further than just the need for the 
government to finally give due attention to safe drinking water for 
aboriginal communities. She also raised the plight of inequitable 
funding going to first nations children compared to other children. 


One of the things I wish the hon. member for Toronto Centre 
would have referenced specifically when he tabled his motion is the 
United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. 
That would have reminded every member of the House that the 
government of the day signed on and assented to that United Nations 
declaration. By doing so, it undertook to commit to remove 
immediately all discrimination against aboriginal peoples in Canada. 
That does not just fall within safe drinking water, but within housing, 
infrastructure and equal access to economic opportunities. 


Mr. Greg Rickford (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, for the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency and for 
the Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern 
Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the hon. member's speech 
today and the opportunity to work with her in committee on some 
important things. 


The member is co-author of a book entitled, A Legal Guide to 
Aboriginal Drinking Water, which I have had a chance to review and 
concur with on many fronts. In this book, the member and her co- 
author assert that legally binding standards for safe drinking water 
for first nations communities are long overdue. She alludes to a piece 
of legislation that died on the order paper. 


I wonder if the member is prepared to work with the government 
and first nations to fill the legal gap that she outlined in her book and 
whether she believes that those legally binding standards are a matter 
of the highest importance in this process. 


Ms. Linda Duncan: Mr. Speaker, I am glad that the hon. 
parliamentary secretary is reading the book. I was happy to give him 


a COPY. 


Indeed, I am looking forward to continuing to work with first 
nations and the government. That is why I ran for election originally 
and was elected in 2008. I have been waiting for the opportunity to 
work hand in glove with the government. 


Unfortunately, the government has chosen, in its wisdom, to table 
the bill in the Senate, and so I have not been afforded that 
opportunity as yet. I am looking forward to the opportunity of 
recommending witnesses to come forward. I would bring to the 
member's attention that I appreciate the invitation from 47 chiefs in 
Alberta to meet with them urgently to review their concerns with the 
legislation the government previously tabled. 
© (1645) 

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I will be sharing my time with the hon. member for Bonavista— 
Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor. I want to take this moment to thank 
him, a member of another party, for quite magnanimously and 


generously making it possible for the Green Party to enter into the 
debate on this important opposition day motion. 


We are concerned, as are all parties in the House, about the 
ongoing scandal of the failure of the federal government to ensure 
our fiduciary, legal and constitutionally required obligation to 
provide safe, clean drinking water to every person living within a 
first nations community. This is so fundamental, so constitutionally 
enshrined and so clearly something that we all share on all sides of 
the House, it is not only our legal obligation but also our moral 
obligation. 


It is an ongoing scandal that disturbs the conscience of all 
Canadians when they realize that third world drinking water 
conditions exist right across this great and wealthy country, but in 
first nations communities almost exclusively. 


I want to try to address the problem and propose some solutions as 
we discuss this issue in as non-partisan a fashion as possible 


We recognize that the statistics on this issue are shameful. Only 
27% of first nations enjoy drinking water that could be considered 
safe; 39% of drinking water supplies are judged to be of high risk; 
and 34% are judged to be of moderate risk. The first nations 
themselves have questioned these statistics collected by our 
Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, which 
says these are collected in a bit of an arbitrary fashion but are the 
statistics we have. 


In one month alone, in May of this year, there were 223 advisories 
and warnings in first nations communities, a statistic discovered by 
Canadian Press through access to information. 


We recognize that the statistics, while dreadful, continue in the 
face of various governments. There is no question that previous 
Liberal governments and this Conservative government have made 
announcements, provided funding, and have said they would deal 
with this issue. Yet it remains an ongoing scandal. 


I remember how shocked I was when a friend of mine who 
worked in a first nations community, Burnt Church, New Brunswick, 
described to me how the local hospital had to have water trucked in. 
That is how deeply we are failing first nations communities, that 
even a local hospital had to rely on trucking in bottled water because 
safe drinking water supplies were just not available. 


What are the issues here? Some of them were discussed in a brief 
exchange between the hon. parliamentary secretary and the member 
for Edmonton—Strathcona. The member for Edmonton—Strathcona 
does have a long history on this issue, having authored a book on 
first nations governance around water issues. 
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Clearly we have to start finding a solution with fundamental 
respect for the rights, jurisdiction and responsibilities of first nations 
themselves. In the words of Grand Chief Shawn Atleo of the 
Assembly of First Nations, this was where the previous government 
legislation, which started in the Senate, Bill S-11, was so fatally 
flawed. It did not start with engagement that respected’ the rights and 
Jurisdiction of first nations. We have to start with that. 


The government has said in the past that it would enter into 
consultations with first nations to develop a water governance model 
that would work. To date we know there have been 13 engagement 
sessions that took place in 2009. That does not constitute the kind of 
full engagement with first nations governments that is required to 
really understand how we develop shared jurisdiction in this area, 
with a water governance model that will actually work. How do we 
develop that? It starts with talking to first nations about a shared 
model. 


Once we respect first nations rights and jurisdiction, we then have 
to look at what they are saying about the problem. Grand Chief 
Shawn Atleo has said that there is a large capacity gap. In other 
words, we could impose regulations on first nations communities, 
but we have not addressed important holistic issues, respecting 
traditional knowledge, for example, attempting to support first 
nations in their communities through respect and government to 
government negotiations in order to create first nations water 
governance models that would actually work and are supported by 
enhanced capacity. 


© (1650) 
It is not all pipes that we need. It is more than that. It has to be 


holistic. We need to address the requirements in first nations 
communities. 


Yes, we do need more money. That is going to be essential to 
providing any framework that works. We need water treatment 


systems. We need to develop those systems that make sense in the | 


context of first nations communities, often in remote areas. 


We need to stop polluting first nations water. This is pretty 
fundamental, but if someone lives downstream from a large pulp and 
paper mill that is not watching its effluent, if someone is downstream 
from the Athabasca tar sands, downstream from areas of pollution, or 
in the case of first nations communities where cranes lived all around 
and were surrounded by greater mercury contamination from the 
large hydro plants, there are going to be specific water pollution 
problems that are not simply bacteriological. It will not simply be 
dealt with through dealing with contamination in a bacteriological 
sense. 


This holistic view starts with protecting water at source, ensuring 
there is capacity in first nations communities and ensuring we are 
respecting the rights and jurisdictions of first nations communities. 


I am not trying to cast blame in any way here at all across party 
lines. It is important that on this issue, for once, we act in a non- 
partisan fashion that recognizes that, in a serial sense, there has been 
a serial failure here that is not something we can peg on one 
government or another. 


It is something that speaks to who we are as a nation, that we 
come together, that we respect the primary responsibility that this is a 
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governance issue where we are on somebody else's territory. In a 
very real sense, anywhere in Canada we are on somebody else's 
territory. However, specifically in first nations communities, those 
rights and responsibilities of jurisdiction cannot be abridged, cannot 
be ignored, cannot be conveniently treated as non-issues because we 
have decided we are going to put a particular type of water plant in 
and we are going to tell people how it is going to work. 


We have had enough failures, as we know, with high tech water 
plants across Canada in non-indigenous communities that we should 
not be arrogant about this. The great failure of the Halifax water 
treatment plant comes to mind, after billions were spent. We need to 
approach this issue as a shared partnership to ensure safe drinking 
water for every first nations community. 


Going forward from that, this day of debate and discussion in the 
House of Commons is an excellent start. We certainly have been 
admonished. We have been admonished by Sheila Fraser, as Auditor 
General, in her final statement to us as parliamentarians, that after 
years of filing reports pointing out the failure to deliver clean 
drinking water to first nations communities, she wonders if we can 
ever make any progress at all. 


This is our moment. Let us not lose it. We are coming together. 
We agree on something. Let us work together on it. 


My last thought goes to the question of drinking water in Canada 
overall. Now that we are addressing first nations drinking water in a 
non-partisan fashion across all parties in the House of Commons, can 
we not look at the larger question of how we regulate drinking water 
in general? 


I may not be right about this, I just want to share this. I'm thinking 
out loud. Is there something wrong with the overarching framework 
of drinking water in Canada that we do not regulate the safety of 
drinking water in Canada? We regulate food safety. There have been 
various attempts in the Senate over the years to put forward a bill 
that would reclassify water as food, so that we would then regulate 
the safety of water. 


We do not regulate the safety of water. We have federal 
government guidelines from Health Canada and when they are not 
being observed, there is no enforcement mechanism. Generally, 
enforcement for safe drinking water in Canada has been a process 
that involves media stories, headlines, and trying to get attention. 
Unless it is a desperate situation like Walkerton, sometimes drinking 
water standards, even in a non-first nations context, are not getting 
adequate attention. 


Perhaps it is time that we address the need for a safe drinking 
water act that will reach all Canadian taps, all Canadian faucets, all 
Canadian homes. In doing that we will have created a federal 
framework within which the rights and responsibilities, and the 
appropriate jurisdictions of first nations can be respected as we 
augment the failures by providing significant resources to providing 
safe drinking water everywhere in this country, but particularly in 
that area of exclusive federal responsibility which we share with first 
nations on first nations reserves across Canada. 


I am thankful for having the opportunity to speak to this. I look 
forward to questions. 
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Mrs. Cheryl Gallant (Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, on the topic of consultation that the member opposite 
referred to, in the summer of 2006 the expert panel held a series of 
public hearings for first nations across Canada, hearing from over 
110 presenters and receiving more than two dozen written 
submissions. : 


In April 2007 a joint workshop was held between federal officials 
and the Assembly of First Nations technical water expert group to 
engage technical experts on the government's proposed option, 
incorporation by reference, and allow the experts to identify issues 
and challenges that would need to be resolved in order to effectively 
implement this option. 


From May to July 2008, INAC, Health Canada and Environment 
Canada met with regional first nations organizations, the Assembly 
of First Nations and provincial territorial officials to prepare for 
future engagement sessions on a legislative framework. First nations 
expressed support for continued discussions on the development of 
legislation and regulations. 


From February through March of 2009 a series of engagement 
sessions were held with first nations communities, regional first 
nations organizations and provincial-territorial officials, and these 
sessions offered a forum for participants to suggest solutions and 
recommendations on how to best address the existing regulatory gap 
for drinking water and waste water in first nations communities. 


In 2009-10 the federal government met with first nations chiefs 
and first nations organizers to discuss specific regional issues raised 
during the engagement sessions held from February to March 2009. 
During these sessions, key elements of the draft legislation were 
shared in deck format. 


In the same spirit of co-operation that was afforded the member to 
share her time during this debate, would she be willing to co-operate 
with the government in helping 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): The hon. member for 
Saanich—Gulf Islands. 


Ms. Elizabeth May: Mr. Speaker, it is not an easy matter to 
conduct the kind of consultations that meet the standards of Supreme 
Court of Canada decisions, such as in Delgamuukw, Weyerhaeuser, 
Haida Gwaii First Nation, and challenges to consultations. 


We can invite first nations to provide briefs and hold meetings, but 
if it has not started with a fundamental respect, and some of these 
meetings may have been well-intentioned and met the standard, the 
reality of consultations with first nations is that they are government 
to government. They are not merely a matter of taking briefs on 
board as if we are dealing with NGOs. The consultation mechanism 
must start with a sign-off with the Assembly of First Nations as the 
body that represents the chiefs and councils of first nations across 
Canada, and must be engaged in a respectful government to 
government relationship. That will bring better results. 


In answer to the member's question, yes, I am more than happy to 
do anything I can to help. I think we should work together. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. Alain Giguère (Marc-Aurèle-Fortin, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the member who just spoke talked of fundamental respect. | would 
like to make an aside, a little comment meant for everyone here. 
Nearly 150 years ago, two founding peoples decided to create this 
country. A third people was deliberately left out of the discussion, 
left out of the creation of this country. And this colonialism still 
exists. We, the political representatives of the two founding peoples, 
are going to decide what right the third people has to water and what 
the quality of that water will be. 


These discussions will go on and on as long as we do not accept 
the fundamental fact that the Indian Act is colonial and outdated. 
These discussions will take place as long as we refuse to recognize 
the first nations as one of the founding peoples. Two or three years 
from now, we will be talking about housing and education rights. 
That is the problem. The first nations have a basic right to be part of 
the discussion and to fundamental respect. 


Ms. Elizabeth May: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the hon. 
member for his comments. Generally, we agree, but the question of 
the role of the Indian Act concerns aboriginal people first and 
foremost. National Chief Atleo has said that there are major 
problems with the act. He wants to see changes made to it, but that is 
an issue for a broader dialogue than today's debate on the right to 
clean, safe water. 


@ (1700) 
[English] 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my hon. colleague 
from St. Paul's who has provided a great deal of leadership. I would 
also like to thank and congratulate the preceding speaker from 
Saanich—Gulf Islands, the leader of the Green Party, who did a 
fantastic job on her speech. It was a pleasure sharing the time with 
her. 


I was just reading this morning about boil water advisories, which 
has been an ongoing issue in my home province of Newfoundland 
and Labrador. There are approximately 200 of them right now, which 
is a substantial amount for an island province and of course the 
mainland portion of Labrador. That is a quite a number for a 
province with a little bit over 500,00 people. 


That gives us an idea of the situation we have and what we are 
dealing with, especially in some of the more remote and rural areas, 
and those that are of first nations are extremely vulnerable when it 
comes to this. 


We have signed on to many agreements and we have had many 
aspirations that tell us that we should look at this as a human right 
for individuals who want clean drinking water and who have a right 
to receive it. Certainly, our government has the responsibility to live 
up to these standards, to meet with the right people and the 
community groups that are on the forefront of this issue. 
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As my hon. colleague just pointed out, regarding the particular 
groups in this particular situation, we get the information from them, 
we go through the consultation processes, and then in the end we 
seem to fail to connect that bridge between the action items we 
decide we want to do. I know some cynics would say that usually 
happens in government. In many cases it happens. 


Unfortunately, in this case and in many others, action does not 
happen soon enough, and because it does not happen soon enough 
the most vulnerable are the first ones to receive the worst part of this, 
which is not receiving clean drinking water. 


I want to congratulate the member for Toronto Centre, the leader 
of our party for bringing this motion forward, as well as the member 
for St. Paul's. 


I would like to get into this particular document first. I find that it 
is one that is pertinent and that creates an international standard that 
we have to live up to. I have read this before and I find that it is 
actually a fantastic document to read from. I will cite from article 21: 

Indigenous peoples have the right, without discrimination, to the improvement of 
their economic and social conditions, including, inter alia, in the areas of education, 


employment, vocational training and retraining, housing, sanitation, health and social 
security. 


States shall take effective measures and, where appropriate, special measures to 
ensure continuing improvement of their economic and social conditions. Particular 
attention shall be paid to the rights and special needs of indigenous elders, women, 
youth, children and persons with disabilities. 


Therein lies the responsibility of governance, not just this 
particular government but other governments. I know we have been 
lost in debate about whether this is an aspirational thing to do, or is 
something that we must do in the immediate term. Anything we sign 
on to has to have the right policies in place in order to turn these into 
action items and to make these goals into realities, and to reduce the 
number of communities across this country that do not need to boil 
their water just to receive the basic service of clean water, like many 
nations do. 


We have experience in the past little while where we have signed 
on to a few treaties, and yet the action that follows has become futile 
at best. Unfortunately, it gets bogged down into a lot of the 
machinations of bureaucracy and the machinations of how we debate 
in this House, and how we are confrontational in the way we handle 
politics here in the House of Commons, which is extremely 
disappointing. 


My colleague from Saanich—Gulf Islands touched on this just a 
short time ago, when asking about congeniality and how we could 
come to a common agreement. Nobody in this House would ever 
say, “Let's hold on. Let's just not do this right now. Let's put this 
down the list when it comes to providing clean drinking water”. 
Nobody would say that. 


© (1705) 


However, for some reason we start to debate the details of this and 
the narrative gets lost, the narrative being providing clean drinking 
water. Pardon the vernacular, but sometimes we need to collectively 
give our heads a shake in order to realize what the end result of this 
would be. 


My niece, who is from Newfoundland and Labrador, is a school 
teacher who taught in Attawapiskat. When I went there to see her, I 
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was struck by a community that I thought was in need of so many of 
the basic services, such as housing, water, health care and education. 
Even though it was considered a remote community and although 
over time the conditions had become worse, I wondered how it had 
arrived at that point. 


At what point should we say that the standards by which these 
people are living are not measuring up to the international 
agreements that we signed? How does that happen in a country 
like Canada when we have become the leader of the world, when we 
have become the country that everybody wants to become? Many 
international leaders have said that we need to bring Canada to the 
rest of the world. The problem with bringing Canada to the rest of 
the world is that it would bring this as well. It would bring forward 
the fact that we are making some mistakes. 


We need to aspire to all the goals that are outlined within this 
particular agreement, but more important, we need to turn these into 
action. 


I want to talk about some of the back and forth that has been 
happening over the last little while. 


The federal government is responsible for supplying first nations 
on reserve communities with the tools and resources that they 
require, all the services that I listed prior on some of the first nations 
communities that I visited. The duty is divided among three 
ministries. The Department of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 
Development provides funding to first nations for infrastructure 
repair and managed water services in their communities. Health 
Canada monitors water quality management on reserves. Environ- 
ment Canada manages sourced water protection. 


In many cases, I have heard that the rules and regulations have 
taken effect in many communities, not just aboriginal communities 
but non-aboriginal communities as well. This is one of the big 
reasons that, in places like Newfoundland and Labrador, there are 
over 200 boil water advisories in the smallest of the communities. 
The reason is that local governance has become extremely frustrated 
in dealing with that higher end of government. This argument is not 
new. This argument pertains to many departments. 


As was pointed out earlier, we need to engage in discussions with 
the people at the very base of any particular community that sees 
itself under a boil water advisory. I have some of them in my riding. 
They are non-aboriginal. The problem is such that the infrastructure 
crumbles beneath them. For aboriginal communities, like Attawa- 
piskat, it was even much worse. It has so much to overcome. People 
who consider themselves an expert on infrastructure and providing 
clean water must look at this and ask where we start. However, we 
need to start somewhere. 


I am glad we are raising this issue because maybe today's debate 
will create a spark by which we will be able to make that mechanism 
a far easier way to help the most vulnerable. 


I want to again thank my colleagues for doing this today because I 
have heard some really great stuff concerning not just clean water, 
but the basic human rights of communities and individuals. Canada 
is the greatest country for communities because we band together 
and we band together to make better communities for our children. 
What we have here is a great debate. 
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I would encourage us to move from this point, as my friend from 
Saanich—Gulf Islands pointed out, to a point of positive action to 
ensure that the basic human right of clean water that is outlined in 
international agreements comes to fruition in a great country like 
Canada. 


@ (1710) 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the comments from my colleague on what we believe is a 
very important issue. 


In Manitoba, the impact is so profound that we look to the 
government to give it extra attention. The Government of Manitoba 
wants to work with the federal government to see something happen 
on this file. 


I wonder if my colleague could comment on how important it is 
that provincial governments, such as Manitoba, get involved where 
they might be able to ensure that quality water is delivered to all 
citizens. 


Mr. Scott Simms: Mr. Speaker, I neglected to mention the 
conversations that take place at the federal-provincial level. We 
know about this in Newfoundland and Labrador with the situation 
we had several years ago in northern Labrador. 


I do not feel that standards are as vigorously enforced as they 
should be. My colleague from British Columbia mentioned the same 
thing earlier. When it comes to the standards by which we judge 
clean drinking water, where is the law on this? Where are the 
regulations? Where does it say that we need to have this? In order to 
have a basic human right fulfilled, we need to have a law that is 
enforceable so that the people have an opportunity to fight for their 
basic human rights through the processes that we have in the 
country. 


I noticed in a letter to my hon. colleague for St. Paul's from the 
Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development that it 
talked about the assessment released on July 14, 2011. It reads: 

...the majority of risk is due to capacity issues, although infrastructure issues and 


lack of enforceable standards are also a factor. Department officials are engaging 
with First Nations and other stakeholders on the recommendations and next steps. 


Herein lies what I think is a monumental task. It has a lot to do 
with communication, more so than getting the right equipment in 
there to ensure this happens and engaging the community in the best 
way possible, but a lot of times we do not do that. 


I suspect that a couple of months from now those 200 boil water 
advisories I spoke of in my province will still be there. A lot of it has 
to do with the communication. We need to provide the spark in order 
for the federal government to talk with the provincial and territorial 
governments, as well as first nations groups across this country, 
including people like Shawn Atleo. 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 


this has been a very worthwhile debate today. I think the spirit in’ 


which of some of the presentations have been made have been 
positive and with some very good points made. We know very well 
that government after government of different political stripes and 
some provincial initiatives that have been undertaken were well - 
intended but governments have fallen short. 


Earlier in the debate, before I had to leave the chamber, the 
comment was made about access to freshwater. Two of the main 
health factors and greatest challenges first nations communities face 
right now are obesity and diabetes. We are seeing first nations 
consuming more pop because, in some rural communities, the cost of 
milk is unaffordable and they drink pop instead. If they had access to 
clean drinking water, would my colleague think that this would— 


@ (1715) 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Order, please. I must 


interrupt the hon. member for Cape Breton—Canso. We will not 
have the opportunity to hear the answer from his colleague. 


It being 5:15 p.m., it is my duty to interrupt the proceedings and 
put forthwith every question necessary to dispose of the business of 


supply. 


The question is on the amendment. Is it the pleasure of the House 
to adopt the amendment? . 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
(Amendment agreed to) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Is it the pleasure of 
the House to adopt the motion as amended? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
(Motion, as amended, agreed to) 


Hon. Gordon O'Connor: Mr. Speaker, I ask that you see the 
clock at 5:30. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Does the Chief 
Government Whip have unanimous support to see the clock at 5:30? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): It being 5:30, the 
House will now proceed to the consideration of private members' 
business as listed on today's order paper. 


PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS 
[English] 


PREVENTING PERSONS FROM CONCEALING THEIR 
IDENTITY DURING RIOTS AND UNLAWFUL 
ASSEMBLIES ACT 


Mr. Blake Richards (Wild Rose, CPC) moved that Bill C-309, 
An Act to amend the Criminal code (concealment of identity), be 
read the second time and referred to a committee. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to open debate today on my 
private member's Bill C-309, the preventing persons from concealing 
their identity during riots and unlawful assemblies act. 


This legislation would add new penalties for wearing a disguise to 
those sections of the Criminal Code that deal with individuals who 
participate in a riot or an unlawful assembly. This bill is a measured 
response to a problem that law enforcement officials have grappled 
with for years, and the need for which has been further highlighted 
by recent events in the cities of Toronto and Vancouver. 
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At the G20 meetings in Toronto, and again in Vancouver after 
game seven of the Stanley Cup playoffs in June, law-abiding citizens 
were assaulted; businesses were broken into, vandalized and looted 
of their merchandise; and public property owned by taxpayers, such 
as police cars, was torched and destroyed. These violent events had a 
theme in common that was noted by law enforcement officers who 
were working to protect public safety at the time. They noted the 
prevalence of people who wore masks or facial coverings to conceal 
their identities during the commission of criminal acts. 


According to police, some of the perpetrators deliberately masked 
up prior to the gatherings becoming violent, while others mingled in 
the crowd and covered their faces in order to carry out criminal acts 
of opportunity. These offenders vandalized property and assaulted 
police officers and innocent bystanders. They say a picture is worth a 
thousand words. Who here can forget the images from Vancouver of 
looters with their shirts, jackets or hockey jerseys yanked up over 
their face while streaming through broken store windows with heaps 
of stolen merchandise, or thugs jumping into the crowds to kick or 
hit an innocent bystander in the thick of the rioting? 


These images tell a very revealing story. They tell us that 
criminals are well aware in this age of social media and all-pervasive 
cellphone cameras that they run a very high risk of their behaviour 
being recorded and they had better hide their identity if they want to 
avoid being caught and brought to justice for their actions. More and 
more of them are doing exactly that. In too many cases, these 
offenders escape identification by covering or obscuring their face at 
the time of the offence. This is an unacceptable state of affairs. No 
one should be able to commit violent and destructive crimes against 
persons and property with impunity under a cloak of anonymity, yet 
that is exactly what we have seen happen in these cases. 


Police have long advised that their inability to pre-emptively deal 
with individuals who were concealing their identities in the middle 
of such explosive situations is hindering their ability to maintain 
control and to protect the public. Currently, there is no authority for 
police to pre-emptively stop people from concealing their identity in 
a riot. They must observe an offence before they can move to stop it, 
even by a masked individual and even in a riot. Their powers in these 
dangerous situations are reactive rather than proactive. Our Criminal 
Code does provide a penalty for disguise with intent in subsection 
351(2). 


When police in Vancouver recently recommended charges of 
participating in a riot against some of the suspected rioters there, 
they did in fact propose charges under that section in a very small 
number of cases, but why only in a small number of cases? In only a 
small number of cases where péople had their faces concealed were 
police able to verify the suspect's identity afterwards. 


The charge of disguise with intent can be a challenging one to 
apply, and since it is applied in the aftermath of an incident, it is not 
altogether helpful in actually controlling riot situations as they occur. 


A police officer trying to maintain control in the midst of a riot has 
little time or means to meet the high level of intent needed to satisfy 
subsection 351(2). They are too busy defending life and limb, their 
own and those of the citizens they were sworn to protect. Yet police 
repeatedly tell us that it is these very people, those who disguise 
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themselves and mask their faces, that are most often the instigators 
and the ringleaders of such trouble. 


What if there were a measure designed to strip away anonymity 
from criminals during such disturbances? What if the very act of 
wearing a disguise in a riot became in and of itself an offence? What 
if police had the means to order those who were concealing their 
identities in a riot to remove their disguises or risk detainment or 
arrest? That would change the stakes dramatically. 


© (1720) 


People would then have a very clear choice in front of them. They 
could choose to remove their disguise, show their face and be 
identified and held accountable for their criminal actions, or they 
could choose not to and risk arrest for the offence of wearing a mask 
in a riot. Either way, public safety would be improved. 


It would improve public safety by providing a new deterrent for 
people to wear disguises in the first place. If people think twice about 
concealing themselves, then surely the prospect of committing a 
crime without the benefit of anonymity would give them even 
greater pause. This would allow us to better identify people who 
engage in criminal riotous behaviour and it would improve the 
police's ability to deal with people who are wearing disguises at the 
time of an incident, thereby preventing them from rioting at all. 


This bill is a good idea, but it is not necessarily a new idea. Other 
democratic governments, such as those in the United Kingdom, 
France and‘the State of New York, have developed legislation that 
would either limit or prohibit the wearing of disguises, masks or 
facial coverings. For example, in 2001, the United Kingdom passed 
the anti-terrorism crime and security act, which includes sections 
regarding the use of masks and disguises. 


It is only when a peaceful protest or assembly turns into a riot or 
an unlawful assembly that the provisions of the bill would come into 
force. 


When does a peaceful assembly become a riot or an unlawful 
assembly? The Criminal Code tells us when. It tells us that an 
unlawful assembly has occurred when: 


—three or more persons who, with intent to carry out any common purpose, 
assemble in such a manner or so conduct themselves when they are assembled as 
to cause persons in the neighbourhood of the assembly to fear, on reasonable 
grounds, that they 


(a) will disturb the peace tumultuously; or 


(b) will,by that assembly needlessly and without reasonable cause provoke other 
persons to disturb the peace tumultuously. 


When do we know that police are dealing with a riot situation? 
Again, the Criminal Code, in section 64, tells us a riot is occurring 
when “an unlawful assembly has begun to disturb the peace 
tumultuously”. 


We see in law that an unlawful assembly evolves into a riot when 
there is tumultuous conduct by participants. Typically this involves 
acts of violence or threatened violence, or destruction of property. 
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Both definitions provide us with clear indicators of when a 
peaceful assembly has ceased to be such and when police are now 
intervening in an illegal act. It is therefore no infringement on charter 
rights to peaceful assembly for police to intervene when such an 
assembly has degraded into either an unlawful assembly or a riot. 


It is in those same situations when police are working to restore 
order that the provisions of Bill C-309 would make it necessary for 
any masks or disguises worn by participants to be taken off 
immediately. 


Riots and unlawful assemblies already carry Criminal Code 
penalties. Bill C-309 would simply amend already existing sections 
of the code to make it an added offence to wear a mask or other 
disguise to conceal one's identity during these illegal acts. 


Let us be clear. Anyone who is wearing a mask or a disguise to 
conceal his or her face in the midst of a riot is exhibiting aggravating 
behaviour. Law-abiding citizens who get caught up in a riot will 
naturally be seeking to clear the area on police orders. It is hard to 
imagine that others who ignore police instructions to depart the area 
and who, in addition, continue to linger in the vicinity while wearing 
a disguise are seized by any innocent motives or good intentions in 
those kind of circumstances. 


This bill would not remove police discretion. Police who are 
trying to restore order and protect safety in a riot situation are not 
likely to be interested in pursuing anyone who is already obeying 
orders to leave the area. In fact, someone fleeing the scene of a riot 
on police orders may in a real sense be seen as no longer 
participating in a riot as defined by the code. 


It is not the people leaving the scene of trouble who have the 
police's attention. It is the loitering, masked troublemakers who 
concern the police. Someone with his or her shirt up to block out tear 
gas for example is not likely to concern riot control police if that 
individual is actively running away from the scene. However, 
individuals who come prepared with gas masks or bandanas and are 
wearing them in the trouble spot in defiance of police directions to 
move on is another story. 


@ (1725) 


There is evidence that at these riots many of the people wearing 
masks and facial coverings were part of organized groups with 
premeditated intent on confronting the police and causing mayhem. 
In addition to targeting the criminals of opportunity that we see at 
riots, this law also targets anarchists, those individuals who come to 
protest with the premeditated intent to use the assembly as a cover 
for their criminal behaviour. 


Anarchist groups are increasingly employing the tactic of 
concealing their identity by wearing disguises, masks, or other 
facial coverings for the purpose of committing unlawful acts in a riot 
situation. Police have seen it time and again, individuals with their 
faces concealed mixing into a group and then instigating riotous 
behaviour, such as throwing objects at police, tossing marbles under 
the legs of police horses to trip them up, or covering up their faces 
before smashing windows, setting fires, stealing, assaulting people 
or flipping over vehicles. These individuals then remove their facial 
coverings and slip away in the confusion, some never to be 
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apprehended. It is vexing for police and dangerous for the public to 
see such individuals escape the consequences of their actions. 


I would argue that their clean getaways in fact embolden them to 
redouble their efforts and engage in criminality again, but Bill C-309 
presents a new tool for police to deal with them. These people would 
now risk arrest for wearing their masks in a riot. Police would no 
longer have to wait for them to start assaulting people and destroying 
property before they could move against them. 


Police know they need this ability to act pre-emptively against 
disguised individuals in riot situations. Police chiefs in a number of 
Canada's major cities, including Calgary, Toronto, Vancouver and 
Victoria, have all told me they support my bill. 


Vancouver Chief Constable Jim Chu had this specifically to say 
about my bill: 


The Vancouver Police Department is pleased to support this bill. When we see 
protestors in a crowd donning masks and hoods we know there is a very good chance 
that violence will soon follow. 


In a resolution that he drafted this year for the Canadian 
Association of Chiefs of Police, Victoria Chief Constable Jamie 
Graham urged the government to take aim at this particular problem. 
His resolution had this to say about masked individuals: “Wearing 
facial covering allows an offender to blend in and mix with a larger 
lawful group of peaceful individuals without being identified. There 
an offender may commit unlawful acts under disguise then remove 
their masks or facial coverings and blend in with peaceful 
protestors.” It goes on to say: “Wearing a disguise, masks or other 
facial coverings allows a person to conceal their identity whose 
intent it is to commit an unlawful act prior to, during or immediately 
after a lawful assembly or protest.” 


Police know through hard experience that it is often the organized 
ring leaders or instigators of such trouble who come prepared with 
materials to conceal their identities, or it is people who decide in the 
thick of things to assault others or destroy property who will attempt 
to conceal their identities, as we saw in Vancouver. Whoever they 
are, organized or not, no one in Canada should be able to hide in 
plain sight while committing crimes. 


I have heard some suggest that if this bill passes, it may target 
individuals who wear facial coverings for religious or cultural 
reasons, but that view fails to take into account the exemption in this 
bill for lawful excuse. My bill states: 


Every person who commits an offence...while wearing a mask or other disguise to 
conceal their identity without lawful excuse is guilty of an indictable offence— 


What are examples of a lawful excuse? Someone who legitimately 
wears cultural or religious dress that obscures the face, or bandages 
for legitimate medical purposes, for example, might fall under the 
exemption. Someone who could demonstrate a lawful excuse that is 
legitimate and provable for wearing a face covering would not face 
the penalties of Bill C-309, although the person would still face the 
existing penalties for participating in a riot. 
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I will close by urging my colleagues in the House to support Bill 
C-309. I am convinced that no one in the chamber of any political 
persuasion wants to see repeats of the destruction and violence that 
took place in Vancouver and Toronto. This bill has the potential to 
deter and de-escalate such unfortunate events in the future to protect 
persons and property. I sincerely hope that all members will join me 
in moving the bill forward. 

@ (1730) 

Mr. Mike Sullivan (York South—Weston, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate my colleague's bill. It raises some interesting questions. 
Would the lawful excuse exemption apply to police officers acting as 
agents provocateurs or attempts to become part of the riot, as has 
been experienced in Quebec? 


Mr. Blake Richards: Mr. Speaker, first and foremost, this 
legislation is designed specifically for people who are participating 
in riots. If police officers are trying to control the situation, they are 
obviously not participants in the riot. They are there to try to stop the 
riot. 


Second, lawful excuse applies. Anyone who has lawful excuse to 
be wearing a facial covering, whatever the reason might be, would 
certainly not be touched under this legislation. 


This is intended for the people who are trying to cause harm to 
other individuals and to property, while disguising themselves to 
commit those crimes with impugnity. This is intended to cover that. 
@ (1735) 

Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, my concern 
with the legislation also relates to the wide breadth given to the 
phrase “lawful excuse” by the hon. member and the fact that this bill 
to amend the Criminal Code has been brought forward as a private 
member's bill. 


It strikes me that with the government's preoccupation with law 
and order and the fact that there have been substantial amendments 
to criminal legislation already, the breadth of the term “lawful 
excuse”, which causes me great concern from a charter perspective, 
would be subject to much further and better scrutiny from the 


perspective of whether there would be a charter violation if this had 


come in as a piece of government legislation. There would also be 
the opportunity for much more debate. 


On this side we have very serious concerns about the 
constitutionality of the legislation and we do not share the narrow 
reading that he does with respect to the “lawful excuse”. I would 
invite his comments on that. 


Mr. Blake Richards: Mr. Speaker, first, I have crafted the 
legislation to try to deal with a problem that we have in the country, 
one that has been identified to me many times by police chiefs and 
officers who have tried to control these kinds of situations. 


The member also mentions that our government has brought 
forward a number of pieces of legislation to deal with what we see as 
some of the issues in the Criminal Code, which were left by the 
previous Liberal government, the party of which he is a member. It 
chose to ignore these situations and leave them unfixed for many 
years. 


We are attempting to right some of the wrongs that were left by 
the previous government of which he is a member of that party. | am 
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proud of those pieces of legislation that our government has brought 
forward. 


However, this is legislation that I have designed in response to a 
specific problem that we see lacking in the Criminal Code. He 
mentions debate, and I certainly welcome all debate that is possible 
in the House. At committee level, I would be open to any 
suggestions I hear from members. 


This legislation is designed to specifically fix a problem that 
police officers have identified to me in terms of trying to control 
these situations from getting out of hand. 


Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
want to applaud the member for Wild Rose for Bill C-309, for his 
interest in public safety and for responding to concerns raised by 
police officers and citizens about providing more tools where there is 
a need and a gap in the Criminal Code to ensure that public safety is 
first and foremost the goal of our government and the goal of 
Canadians. 


I note his amendment to the Criminal Code proposes a term of five 
years imprisonment for offenders. However, I also know that section 
351(2) of the code also has an offence for disguise with intent and it 
proposes a term of imprisonment not to exceed 10 years. 


Has the member for Wild Rose given any consideration to 
amending his bill to harmonize his penalties with what is in the 
Criminal Code today? 


Mr. Blake Richards: Mr. Speaker, this has been previously raised 
by other members of the House as well. 


I did have to have some consideration of what the penalties would 
be, looking at various other offences in the Criminal Code and trying 
to find a way to make it seem a reasonable penalty. 


In this case, with the other section 351 being 10 years, it does 
seem like a very reasonable amendment. It is something that I am 
definitely considering. I ani definitely going to raise that at the 
committee level. I look forward to the conversation I will have at the 
committee level. This may be an amendment that we make to the 
bill. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Charmaine Borg (Terrebonne—Blainville, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, when examining the provisions of a bill, I think 
parliamentarians have a duty to ask themselves a simple question: 
will this bill improve our society? Today we are looking at Bill 
C-309, An Act to amend the Criminal Code (concealment of 
identity). I have no doubt that the author of this bill was motivated 
by a desire to improve public safety. That seems to be the answer the 
government automatically gives these days. Thus, members really 
need to ask themselves if this bill is an effective way to improve 
public safety. 
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Let us be clear: like all parties, the NDP condemns any vandalism 
and criminal behaviour at any assembly. Furthermore, we fully agree 
that any crime committed by someone wearing a mask deserves a 
tougher sentence. The NDP fully supports the sections of the 
Criminal Code that protect the public against seditious behaviour, 
vandalism and the masked individuals who commit these acts. What 
worries me, however, is the direction in which bills like this on 
public safety are taking us. I imagine this bill was drafted in response 
to the problem of crimes committed anonymously by people wearing 
masks during unlawful assemblies or riots. 


No one is denying the troubling images that came out of the recent 
riots in Vancouver, Montreal and Toronto. In fact, I have a great deal 
of empathy for all the small businesses and shops that were damaged 
during these demonstrations. It is extremely sad, and I hope they will 
be compensated for this. In some cases, some of the offenders did 
indeed wear masks; I am aware of that. If this bill truly is a response 
to those events, then it is the responsibility of this House to 
determine whether it is a suitable and adequate response. Let us look 
at the content of this bill. 


It proposes two very simple changes to the Criminal Code. Clause 
2 of the bill calls for a change to section 65 of the Criminal Code 
making it a criminal offence to wear a mask or any other disguise 
when participating in a riot. The bill also proposes amending section 
66 of the Criminal Code, which is essentially the same thing, but in 
the context of an unlawful assembly. 


I want to come back to my original question: will this legislation 
improve our society? Changing our society for the better means 
recognizing a problem and being willing to solve it. As I was saying 
before, the NDP fully supports subsection 351(2) of the Criminal 
Code, which makes it an offence to cover one's face in the 
commission of a crime. The courts have recognized that wearing a 
mask during the commission of a crime can be considered an 
aggravating factor during sentencing. There are existing measures 
for handing down tougher sentences for an act committed by a 
criminal who wears a mask. 


How will this bill help Canadians? Is the purpose of Bill C-309 to 
make it illegal to take part in a riot or unlawful assembly? In that 
case, Canadians are already protected by the Criminal Code. If the 
purpose of the bill is to introduce punitive measures against someone 
who commits a crime, such as vandalism, while taking part in a riot 
or unlawful assembly, Canadians are already protected by the 
Criminal Code, as I explained previously. If the purpose is to 
increase sentences for individuals who commit crimes while 
concealing their identity, once again, Canadians are protected. by 
court decisions. 


Under the Criminal Code, taking part in a riot or unlawful 
assembly and committing vandalism or other crimes during an 
unlawful assembly are already illegal, and concealing one's identity 
while committing a crime during an unlawful assembly or riot is 
considered to be an aggravating factor. Therefore, I question the 
need for this bill. I believe that it is basically redundant. The main 
issues of public safety that are the basis for this bill are already 
covered by the Criminal Code. This bill's only new contribution is to 
make it an offence to conceal one's identity while taking part in a riot 
or unlawful assembly. 


@ (1740) 


According to this bill, an individual could be detained, arrested, 
indicted and sentenced to a maximum of five years in prison simply 
for being a masked spectator in the area of an unlawful assembly. 


In June 2010, during the G20 in Toronto, Canadians witnessed 
how a small riot led to police crackdowns. The result: thousands of 
innocent people were arrested and detained. Approximately 
1,500 Canadians were arrested or detained as a result of a riot 
involving fewer than 20 people. The authorities subjectively 
considered the whole demonstration as an unlawful assembly and 
took away the civil liberties of 1,500 innocent demonstrators, 
journalists and spectators. We must remember these events when we 
are considering a bill such as this one. 


The limitations imposed on civil liberties to ensure public safety 
must be the least restrictive possible. I think that all the hon. 
members would agree with me on this. Otherwise, there is no limit to 
the restrictions that can be imposed on fundamental freedoms. 


I would also like to point out that this bill takes away an 
individual's right to demonstrate anonymously. An individual is not 
necessarily going to commit a crime just because he or she is 
wearing a mask at a riot. It is reasonable to think that the person just 
wants to remain anonymous and protect his or her identity. 


In the context of this bill, we must recognize the risk of political 
profiling of people exercising their civil liberties. Too often, 99% of 
protestors are peaceful, while 1% choose to vandalize. More often 
than not, this 1% is condemned by the vast majority of the peaceful 
protestors. As we saw in Toronto in June 2010, the peaceful 
protestors and spectators can be close to non-peaceful protestors. But 
this bill could lead to the arrest of innocent protestors who wear 
masks because of their geographic proximity to non-peaceful 
protestors. 


It bears repeating that criminals who conceal their identity are 
already punished more severely in this country. I also want to point 
out that this bill would give judges the discretionary power under the 
Criminal Code to consider an offence committed while wearing a 
mask as an aggravating factor. Some people may consider that to be 
a good thing. However, a 2005 judgment by the Provincial Court of 
Alberta, R. v. Potter, already provides that protection. 


I would like to thank the member for introducing this bill in the 
House. I understand the source of his concerns. However, in its 
current form, this bill is redundant and could have serious 
consequences for civil liberties in this country. I encourage members 
in this House to carefully examine the implications of this bill and to 
ask themselves whether it is worth jeopardizing our civil liberties. I 
am leaving it up to the House to decide on an appropriate course of 
action. 
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@ (1745) 
[English] 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I welcome 
the opportunity to speak to Bill C-309, but I want to begin by 
confronting the Conservatives on their obsession with crime. We 
have before us a bill ostensibly produced by the folks in the Prime 
Minister's Office or the Conservative House leader's office. I think 
we need to be clear about this. Their so-called crime agenda is in full 
swing, predicated on ideology and not evidence. They do not believe 
in evidence or facts. 


The Conservatives want to continue creating fear among 
Canadians and to perpetuate the idea that there is rampant crime 
on the streets, that there are riots everywhere, that the government, in 
response, must be brave and take decisive action to breathe life into 
that particular bogeyman. On the rare occasion that Conservatives 
might actually propose something that appears worthy of some 
consideration, they wonder why Canadians are suspicious. 


The Conservatives’ record of ignoring evidence and perpetuating 
fear is well-known. The fear agenda gives me rise to questions about 
their sincerity. One only has to look at Bill C-10, safe streets and 
communities act. As far as I am concerned, it should be called 
“keeping the myth of out of control crime alive so we can fundraise 
to our right-wing base act”. 


For the Conservatives, repeating a myth often enough convinces 
them that it must be true. It is a classic right-wing Republican tactic; 
that is to say, the Conservatives operate not unlike a pack of hyenas. 
They see an opportunity to feast on the fears of Canadians, fears 
which are often of their own creation, and then they pounce. As part 
of the bullying tactics, they are always ready to attack anyone who 
disagrees with them, then issue a fundraising letter containing more 
myths. This behaviour, now firmly rooted in their political DNA, is a 
again not unlike the hyena, opportunistic and completely natural. 
Then they call it tough on crime. I call it tough on facts and 
evidence. 


When I meet people around the country and in my riding, they are 
not running up to me and talking about crime or crime rates. They 
are more concerned about jobs and the economy. They are concerned 
that my riding of Charlottetown is losing 500 jobs as a result of cuts 
to Veterans Affairs. They are worried about the cuts to Service 
Canada and the closure of EI processing centres. 


They do not understand why the federal government is the only 
level of government that will not participate in the funding to clean 
up a sewage problem in the Charlottetown harbour. They do not 
understand why the Conservatives have cancelled a cable that would 
ensure energy security to Prince Edward Island. 


Here we are with another crime bill. Why did the member not 
introduce a bill to reduce poverty in Canada, a bill to help the poor, 
and to bring them in from the margins of poverty? Why did he not do 
that? 


It is as if the Conservatives lie awake at night dreaming about 
ways to put more and more people in prison. It is an obsession 
rooted not in science or evidence, or even reason. It is irrational. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


3245 


Private Members' Business 


I want to assure the member that none of us on this side will stand 
by while Conservatives proffer myths or slogans. None of us on this 
side will tolerate the idea that because we disagree with the 
Conservatives on matters related to crime, that somehow we do not 
care or we are soft on crime. It is a falsehood and the members 
opposite know it. To disagree with the government is not a crime, at 
least not yet, but who knows? 


With respect to the bill, we all witnessed what happened in 
Vancouver last year during the Stanley Cup. We know that the 
behaviour of far too many people was deplorable and criminal. None 
of us who sat around watching the hockey game that night and the 
news stories thereafter were thinking, gee, we wish there were more 
destruction and violence. None of us said, “Gee, I hope that guy who 
just set fire to the car gets away with it”. Listening to the 
Conservatives though, one would think that members from this side 
were there and involved. : 


@ (1750) 


I wonder what the member thinks about his own government's 
behaviour with respect to the G20 in Toronto. What does he think 
about what occurred, when at the G20 peaceful protesters, yes, 
peaceful protesters, were summarily denied their constitutional and 
charter rights to freely assemble? 


What does he think, when protesters, acting peacefully, not 
violently, were kettled, rounded up and detained in violation of their 
charter rights? Why is the member not proposing a bill about 
protecting the rights of legitimate protesters? 


What is his position on those well-documented violations of 
constitutional rights? Does he believe that citizens have a right to 
peaceful protest? Why is it that he and his government have refused 
thus far a public inquiry into the behaviour of the police and his own 
government with respect to the serious and rampant violation of 
constitutional rights at the G20? 


The right of Canadians to assemble, and to do so peacefully, is a 
right protected by the charter, a document that many on the other 
side deep down really do detest. Rioting is already a crime, as the 
member knows. 


The bill before us is deliberately framed in a way that if anyone 
were to disagree or to suggest amendments, he or she would 
automatically be designated as a traitor to a Conservative crime 
cause. Conservatives call that debate? 


No one wants to support any Canadian engaging in activity that 
destroys property, encourages violence and rioting. None of us wish 
to support the deliberate concealment of someone while engaging in 
a riot. However, if this government were truly serious about this 
issue, this proposal would be on the government agenda. If it were 
brought in by government, it would have been open to have been 
tested, as required by statute by the Department of Justice, to ensure 
that it was constitutional. 
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This is a government bill in disguise. The suggestion that a 
backbench MP, in this environment, in the controlled and contrived 
Conservative government, such as the one we have now, would 
produce a bill without the consent of the PMO and its House leader's 
office is quite frankly a stretch. 


If the government were serious about amending the Criminal 
Code to deal with aggravating circumstances, such as those 
contemplated in this private member's bill, it should have introduced 
a government bill. At least that would have allowed for greater and 
wider debate. The Conservatives are not interested in debate, nor 
facts, nor evidence. We see a sad example happening right now in 
the justice committee. 


We will review Bill C-309, insist that it receive a thorough 
analysis, and if necessary, propose amendments. Until we are 
convinced that the bill meets the test of the charter, we will not and 
cannot support it. 


\ 


Members should listen to this because what I am about to say will 
probably send shivers up the spines of the Conservatives. If we can 
be convinced by evidence and facts, and the testimony of experts 
that this bill is constitutional, then let the debate begin. 


@ (1755) 


Mr. Rob Clarke (Desnethé—Missinippi—Churchill River, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise today to add to the debate 
of Bill C-309, a bill to prevent persons from concealing their 
identities during a riot or unlawful assembly. 


I would like to provide the House with a few details here with my 
18 years of experience as a former RCMP officer. One of the things 
in my training involved the participation in a riot as part of a tactical 
troop. Some of the general public call it the riot squad. 


What I am hearing from the opposition could not be further from 
the truth. It is about trying to protect the civil rights of individuals, 
when they demonstrate, and ensuring the public peace is upheld. 


During riots or civil protests, it is appalling to watch the behaviour 
of certain individuals, when they are trying to promote or instigate a 
full out riot, and where individuals are being set up, at the expense of 
others, for harsh punishment or harsh injuries. 


The bill, which was put forward by my colleague, the member for 
Wild Rose, would make it an offence to wear a mask or to otherwise 
conceal or disguise one's identity during riots and other unlawful 
assemblies. 


The provisions of the bill are necessary. One might even say they 
are overdue, as recent events have shown. In the space of just over a 
year, two large cities in Canada have been the sites of major riots. 


Destruction of public property was widespread when anarchists 
descended on Toronto, using the cover of a peaceful protest during 
the G20 meetings, to shatter windows, clash with police officers, and 
threaten innocent bystanders, even news reporters and photographers 
in their path. Fires burned in the streets and black smoke billowed 
over the skyline. 


Thugs used the excuse of the Vancouver Canucks loss in the 
seventh game of the Stanley Cup finals to wreak havoc in that city. 
Police cars were overturned and businesses were broken into and 
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looted. Canadians were heartbroken and horrified to see such 
mayhem in their country. It is sadly ironic that something as un- 
Canadian as a violent riot could happen in the wake of the most 
Canadian of activities, a hockey game of all things. 


These riots were also an international black eye for Canada, a 
nation that is admired as a world leader for peace, order and safety. 


These riots started in different cities under different circumstances. 
However, in both cities much of the violence and looting was carried 
out by people who concealed their faces with gas masks, bandanas, 
balaclavas, even hockey jerseys pulled over their noses. Other 
materials were used to conceal the many faces of the rioters and 
looters. I believe this is cowardly and the thugs knew exactly what 
the consequences of their criminality would be. 


For the most part, these are not the actions of exuberant or 
inebriated people simply caught up in the moment. These were 
calculated efforts by people intent on criminal behaviour in order to 
avoid prosecution. Leaving themselves anonymous, these hoodlums 
felt free to assault people, and destroy public and private property. 


I remember watching these individuals on the news on television 
dress up and proceed to smash windows, and then try to flee the 
scene of the crime. With BlackBerrys and YouTube, innocent good 
citizens chased these people down, watched them undress to join the 
crowd again, caught in their black apparel. The Vancouver police are 
still working to identify some of these rioters and bring them to 
Justice. 


I do not fault the police for the time it has taken to trace these 
individuals because many investigations are very complex and the 
complexity of this is of huge magnitude to undertake. Rather, I 
sympathize with the enormous task ahead, as the police tries to 
identify and charge the perpetrators who, in many cases, had most of 
their identifying features covered up. 


It cannot be easy for the investigators, I know, but members of the 
House could help make that task less onerous in the future. They 
could help through the simple act of supporting Bill C-309. 


How would that help? It would help in a number of ways. Most 
importantly, it would help deter violence at such events from 
escalating in the first place. 


@ (1800) 


In an era of cellphones, cameras and video, when every bystander 
has the potential to be a reporter, a law preventing people from 
disguising themselves would give many people a time to pause. The 
deterrence value alone is of great value for police trying to control a 
mob and ensure the public's safety is maintained. 


I am not blind to the reality, having observed this myself. While 
deterring crime is the reason behind any piece of criminal legislation, 
we know there are those who have no respect for the law, no matter 
what the consequences. 
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Bill C-309 would give the police a valuable tool to deal with them. 
It would be another tool in their tool kit. In a riot or an unlawful 
assembly, law-abiding citizens should be eager to follow police 
instructions to disperse and clear the area for the sake of their own 
personal safety, and that safety is the utmost when police are at the 
scene. It defies common sense to believe that any persons ignoring 
orders to do so and who, in addition, are wearing a mask to conceal 
themselves are there for any good purpose, which brings me to a 
point of reflection. 


I remember, through all my training, having to stand in a black 
jumpsuit, wearing a helmet, steel toe boots, gloves, shoulder 
protectors and a gas mask in the heat of the day and watching the 
perpetrators don the same apparel; the shoulder pads, motorcycle 
helmets, balaclavas and gas masks. They would try to grab members' 
shields as they were trying to protect innocent bystanders. They 
would try to antagonize bystanders to start a riot. It was hard for us 
to be on the other side and keep our temper and watch while the 
media was in the middle. All these thugs are doing is using the media 
for their own gain. 


As things stand, unless the police witness a person committing an 
offence, they need to prove a high level of intent before they 
intervene, even when a person is wearing a disguise or otherwise 
hiding his or her identity, even in the midst of an all out riot. This 
state of affairs just does not make sense. 


We have 11 police officers in this caucus. Police need to have the 
ability to diffuse riots, just not to react. That is reacting policing, not 
preventive policing. 


Bill C-309 would unshackle police in such situations by making 
the very act of wearing a mask in a riot or an unlawful assembly an 
offence on its own. Police would be able to identify those individuals 
before a major casualty took place. 


Simply put, when police are engaged in measures to control a riot 
or unlawful assembly, as defined under sections 65 and 66 of the 
Criminal Code, which this bill would amend, then wearing a facial 
covering without lawful excuse to do so would become an offence in 
itself. This provision would help police deal with these individuals 
for the offence of wearing a mask rather than waiting to witness them 
commit a separate offence that could harm persons or property 
before they can take action. 


This bill is pre-emptive in a sense that police could use their 
discretion to arrest or detain people who keep their faces concealed 
during a riot. 


It is my hope that the penalties in the bill would first and foremost 
deter people from participating in a riot or unlawful assembly in the 
first place. However, for those who still choose to riot despite the 
consequences, police would have a new tool in their tool kit to help 
them control these volatile situations. 


The Charter of Rights and Freedoms guarantees Canadians the 
freedom of peaceful assembly, which includes peaceful protests, and 
law enforcement officers understand this. They want to ensure that 
all people have the right to protest but, utmost, to get rid of the thugs 
who are causing the problems in the protests. Let those who want to 
demonstrate do so, but do so peacefully. 
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I have heard some people say that they worry that this will 
infringe upon that freedom. Nothing could be further from the truth. 
Having witnessed this myself first-hand, the police are there just to 
maintain and ensure that the protestors are safe. This bill deals only 
with individuals in a riot or an unlawful assembly situation. It is 
obvious that peaceful assembly has left the building at this point. 


@ (1805) 


Far from violating the Charter of Rights, the bill would help 
protect peaceful protesters by allowing police to identify those in the 
mix who intend to commit crimes. I find that interesting. I remember 
one incident where one masked protester was running back and forth 
trying to escalate the event. 


I hope that, for the safety of the general public, members will 
consider Bill C-309 as it would give people the right to honestly and 
protectively protest in peace. I urge the House to consider Bill 
C-309. 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to have an opportunity to say a few words about Bill C-309, 
which is a private member's bill and not a government bill. We keep 
seeing more of these bills from the opposite side where everybody 
decides that they want to have a crack at the Criminal Code because, 
for some reason or another, the Criminal Code is inadequate to 
handle crime. 


I have a copy of the Criminal Code here and it is a very heavy 
document. It is about three inches thick and it has a lot of crimes in it 
and yet there do not seem to be enough crimes for the members 
opposite so we need to add more. 


I have heard the members opposite say that there was no proof that 
the long gun registry prevented one crime. I understand the 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public Safety says that 
is “true, true, true”, but I do not agree with her. I invite her to look at 
the alternative title. This act may be cited as the preventing persons 
from concealing their identity during riots and unlawful assembly 
act. So, by making it a crime to wear a mask during a riot, that would 
actually prevent it from happening. Of course it will not prevent it 
from happening. It would punish it by making it an additional 
criminal offence. Somehow, knowing where guns are, having a 
system that keeps track of them and prevents people from selling 
them willy-nilly, as in the gun registry, for example, does not prevent 
a single crime and does not prevent guns from getting into the wrong 
hands, but yet making something a crime by this bill is preventing 
crime. 


As I say, this is a private member's bill and private members are 
entitled to bring whatever pieces of legislation they want. However, 
that also means that we need to have a good look at it. 


The Criminal Code is called a code for a reason. It is a complex, 
interwoven series of bills brought together over time. I think the first 
Criminal Code in Canada was introduced in 1892 in an attempt to 
codify the criminal law. There have been changes made over time 
but it is really something that governments, not private members, 
should do because it is criminal law. It is a very serious matter. In 
this case, if this law were passed, it could make somebody liable to 
imprisonment for five years for being at an unlawful assembly with a 
mask. 
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It always worries me when private members start delving into the 
Criminal Code and looking for new offences, because they do not 
always read the entire Criminal Code, and I do not expect them to, so 
they may not know what else is in the Criminal Code. Some lawyers 
know perhaps a little more than some people. However, I need to 
point out to hon. members that it is already an offence to wear a 
mask with the intent to commit an indictable offence. There is 
already a substantive section of the Criminal Code that says a person 
cannot wear a mask with the intent to commit an indictable offence. 
It is subsection 351(2). 


What are we doing creating new offences? Why are we doing 
that? If there is a need to charge somebody for wearing a mask with 
intent to commit an indictable offence, and rioting is considered an 
indictable offence, then the tool is already there. We need to be very 
careful about assemblies, whether they are lawful or unlawful and 
when they become unlawful and what is considered unlawful, 
because nobody supports rioting. 


@ (1810) 


The last time I looked at the Criminal Code, smashing windows, 
whether one is wearing a mask or not, is a criminal offence. Burning 
police cars is a criminal offence. The fact that someone wears a mask 
is an additional criminal offence, already. 


The kind of remarks we get from members opposite is that we like 
the idea of people burning police cars. This is the kind of talk that 
makes people wonder what those fellows do with their time. Do they 
think we like rioters? No. We have the same feelings about people 
taking that kind of action as they do. Those members do not have a 
monopoly on feeling terrible when somebody does something like 
that, destroying property, or police cars or starting fires. No citizen of 
the country enjoys that. 


The member talked about the G20 in Toronto. He did not talk 
about the law-abiding citizens who were arrested and herded into 
police custody, or the tourists who happened to show up with their 
children and were arrested. He did not talk about the proper 
understanding of how crowds could be controlled. 


We have to be very careful about passing laws willy-nilly on 
issues that are already be handled by the existing Criminal Code. 


The members cannot come in here, be heroes and say that they are 
disgusted with rioters, so they want to have a new crime on the 
books. It is already a crime to engage in a riot. If we look at the 
definition of a riot, it does not take very much to allow a police 
officer to arrest somebody. Not only that, there is already a provision 
in the Criminal Code that makes it an indictable offence to wear a 
mask with the intent of committing a criminal offence. People do not 
even have to commit a criminal offence, they just need to have the 
intent to commit a criminal offence. Rioting is an indictable offence. 


We have to be careful when we start taking the Criminal Code, 
adding sections, increasing penalties and so on. It does not serve to 
prevent things from happening. 


Nevertheless members opposite think they have come up with 
behaviour that disgusts people, like rioting, and that disgusts me as 
much as them, and they want to create a new crime. However, it is 
already against the law. It is already in the Criminal Code. 


If the government and the Department of Justice looks at all of 
these things and says that somehow or other the law is inadequate 
and that it wants to refine it, it is something I think all members of 
Parliament would like to listen to and hear the justification for it. 


However to stand and say “I am disgusted with rioters, therefore 
we should make the penalties harsher or add new penalties” when 
the Criminal Code already treats it as a crime, is using Parliament for 
the wrong purpose. 


I respect the hon. member. I know he is sincere in what he says, 
but to suggest that this somehow will prevent these things from 
happening is a bit naive, particularly when it is already a criminal 
offence. I have a few cases here where individuals were arrested for 
wearing bandannas. 


Mr. Randy Hoback: Why are you trying to protect criminals? 


Mr. Jack Harris: Why am I trying to protect criminals, this is the 
kind of nonsense we hear, sometimes, from the members opposite. 
This is not about protecting criminals. This is about telling him that 
he should read the Criminal Code. 


If they want to change the Criminal Code, they should read the 
one that is there first, not just come up with ideas that they think will 
go over big with the folks back home because they saw it on TV and 
they are disgusted, too. It is already against the law and the people 
who do that should be arrested and charged with the full force of the 
law. I do not have a problem with that. It is what should happen. 


@ (1815) 


I heard the problem in Vancouver was that the police officers were 
not there in force ready to take on the challenge and did not pay 
attention to the signs. I am not criticizing them. That was a criticism 
made by somebody else. 


However, people who commit crimes should clearly be arrested 
and given criminal charges, and we already have that in the Criminal 
Code. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The provided for the 
consideration of private members' business has now expired and the 
order is dropped to the bottom of the order of precedence on the 
order paper. 


ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS 


A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed 
to have been moved. 
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THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Tarik Brahmi (Saint-Jean, NDP): Mr. Speaker, on June 9, I 
asked the Minister of Finance to explain what the Canadian 
government was doing to show leadership in order to reduce 
growing household debt in Canada. Unfortunately, his response was 
limited to expressing a great deal of optimism, but he provided very 
few answers that were satisfactory to me or to Canadians in general. 
The main argument was that the economy was doing well. I do not 
think that relying.on the economy and interest rates is a reasonable 
way to help taxpayers pay down their debts or stop going further into 
debt. 


In Quebec, in the past 20 years, consumer debt has increased by 
700%. According to Statistics Canada, increased debt since 1984 can 
be attributed to lower interest rates. That trend has been growing 
mainly since 2002. 


Between 1984 and 2009, average household debt in Canada more 
than doubled. As a result, in 2011, the debt-to-after-tax income ratio 
for households in general is more than 148%. In other words, for 
every dollar earned, Canadian families owe roughly $1.50 on 
average. Between 2007 and 2009, the debt-to-asset ratio rose to the 
highest level in 35 years. 


What is clear is that the existing government measures have done 
nothing to reduce debt. On the contrary, low interest rates have 
contributed to the rising debt levels of Canadian families. That is 
unacceptable. 


We know that social inequalities make the situation worse. 
Consider, for instance, the thousands of single-parent families whose 
monthly payments average over 40% of their income. This debt only 
increases with age, which is even more worrisome. Think of the 
thousands of households that are struggling just to pay the monthly 
balance on their bills. There are also people with low incomes living 
in neighbourhoods where the property values are increasing, so they 
are being forced to move, thereby isolating themselves. 


Of course, education levels are a very important factor when it 
comes to debt. According to Statistics Canada, between 1999 and 
2005, the debt levels of secondary school graduates increased on 
average by 55.8%. The NDP is not inventing these figures. These 
figures are from Statistics Canada. These are real, absolutely 
irrefutable figures. Unfortunately, the more one is educated, the 
more debt one tends to carry during that time. 


The question is this: how can the government, which claims to 
care about the future of Canadians and our children, justify its 
inaction when it comes to the growing debt load of families? 


As for pensioners, the median value of their mortgage or 
consumer debt is $19,000. Of those who have debt, 17% owe over 
$100,000. The situation gets worse as these people get older. There 
are some people who are still paying back their debts at the age of 
70. 


The question I would like to ask the government, once again, is 
this: what is it waiting for to introduce mechanisms to protect 
families against these unacceptable debt levels right now? 
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© (1820) 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to tell the hon. member 
for Saint-Jean that what we are waiting for is for the NDP to vote 
with us on the measures we have proposed to protect Canadians. 


[English] 


We clearly do not want Canadians overextended and that is why 
we are ensuring Canadians can make informed financial decisions. 
We are taking steps to improve financial literacy. We introduced 
credit cards reforms to ensure Canadians had the information they 
needed. We cut taxes and created the tax-free savings account to 
encourage Canadians :to save for their future. We strengthened 
mortgage rules to protect Canadians buying homes. 


We also constantly monitor the housing market, ready to take 
steps to ensure its ongoing stability. That is why we took prudent and 
sensible action to strengthen Canada's housing market earlier this 
year by reducing the maximum mortgage period to 30 years, 
significantly reducing interest payments Canadian families would 
have to make on their mortgages. We also lowered the maximum 
amount lenders could provide when refinancing mortgages to 85%. 
Withdrawing taxpayer backing on home equity lines of credit 
provided by lenders was also an advantage. Our sensible measures 
will help sustain the housing market and economic recovery. 


Moreover, our Conservative government also recognizes that the 
best way to support the economic well-being of Canadians is 
ensuring we have a strong and growing economy through more trade 
and lower taxes. 


[Translation] 


While our Conservative government is focusing on creating jobs 
and growing the economy with its low-tax plan, the NDP is publicly 
calling for tax hikes, which would take a larger share of Canadians' 
hard-earned money. 


We know that the NDP wants to impose job-killing tax hikes on 
Canadian employers to the tune of $10 billion during a time of 
global economic turbulence. 


NDP members publicly attacked our Conservative government 
because it reduced the GST from 7% to 5%. They bemoaned the fact 
that Canadian families were keeping more of their own hard-earned 
money. 


Listen to what the NDP said about this. The member for 
Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Basques said that cutting 
the GST was probably the worst measure that this government could 
have adopted. The NDP member for Beauport—Limoilou said that 
reducing the GST was a serious problem and that reducing the tax 
burden meant that the government would lose a significant part of its 
tax revenues. 


The NDP plan is clear: higher taxes and irresponsible spending. 
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Canadians and our economy cannot afford the NDP's job-killing 
economic plan. The NDP's high-tax plan is yet another disturbing 
indication that the NDP is not fit to govern. 


In conclusion, I would like to mention that the NDP has just 
returned from Washington, where it made proposals that will kill 
jobs here in Canada, where hundreds of thousands of people are 
employed in the oil sands. That is deplorable. I urge my colleague 
opposite to support our plans to keep taxes very low in order to allow 
Canadian families to pay their expenses. 


© (1825) 


Mr. Tarik Brahmi: Mr. Speaker, all I can say is that, as usual 
with the Conservative government, the answer missed the mark. 


I heard the parliamentary secretary's arguments, but the question 
was not about the NDP. She told us what the NDP has said; it is not 
about that. We are talking about the government, and the NDP is not 
currently in government. 


The parliamentary secretary spoke about TFSAs. However, when 
people do not even have the means to pay their debts, how can they 
invest or save money? As usual, the government did not answer the 
question. She talked about creating jobs, but this government is 
creating low-quality, low-level, low-paying jobs that do not allow 
Canadian families to pay their debts. 


Once again, the question is not about the government's criticisms 
of the NDP, but about what the government will do, now that it is in 
control and has the power, to reduce the debt burden of Canadian 
families. 


[English] 


Mrs. Shelly Glover: Mr. Speaker, once again, the NDP is missing 
the entire premise of the next phase of Canada's economic action 
plan. This is a low tax plan, for jobs and growth. This is the plan that 
will continue on the vein that we started to reduce taxes that 
Canadian families are paying so that they have more money to spend 
on the things that matter to them, the things that they need, the things 
that keep them thriving and keep them safe and sound in their home 
communities. 


I want to mention that the member referenced the certified general 
accountant's report last June in his original question, but I am not 
sure he read it completely, or at all. If he did, he would have read 
what the report said about the ways to improve the state of 
household finances, especially a pro-trade agenda, not the anti-trade 
NDP agenda. 


I am going to read from that report: 


International competitiveness is becoming critically important for the success of 
Canadian business and, consequently... growth of individual investment incomes. 


I would remind the NDP how important trade is to this exporting 
country. The NDP has to stop this anti-trade, anti-Canada agenda. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Just a reminder to 
hon. members that during the adjournment proceedings debate, they 
are welcome to take any seat in the chamber that they choose. It is 
not necessary to speak from the same seat that you usually take in 
normal proceedings. 


[Translation] 
CANADA POST 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, since it came to office, the Conservative government has 
considerably weakened the federal government's ability to ensure 
that Canadians receive quality public services by making draconian 
cuts in its budget. In October, the government continued along the 
same path by irresponsibly cutting the working hours of the 
country's rural post offices. Not content with interfering in the postal 
workers' fundamental right to free collective bargaining by ordering 
them back to work last June, the government is now cutting their 
hours of work. This policy of fiscal restraint will have a significant 
impact on the quality of rural postal services across the country and 
on the quality of life of postal workers. 


But the effects will be felt in Quebec, which has clearly been 
targeted by the government. According to figures obtained by the 
Canadian Postmasters and Assistants Association, as of October 
2011 approximately 165,000 hours of work had been cut in all rural 
post offices in Canada. Of this, more than 95,000 hours were cut in 
Quebec alone. Even though Quebec has approximately 24% of the 
Canadian population, the cuts in Quebec represent nearly 60% of the 
hours cut in Canada. And that is just the beginning. Other waves of 
cuts are expected in the coming months. 


In recent weeks I have asked for explanations about the cuts 
targeting Quebec. The answers I was given were evasive. The 
government tells us that postal services are important and that it 
cares about protecting rural communities. It even had the audacity to 
tell us that postal services are guaranteed in all regions, without 
discrimination. These vague answers show at least one thing: there is 
no argument to justify the unfair treatment of Quebec on this issue. 


Canada Post's responses are no more satisfying. According to 
Canada Post, cuts in Quebec are justified by the fact that the 
province supposedly experienced fewer cuts than the rest of Canada 
in the past few years. We have tried unsuccessfully to obtain the 
relevant statistics to verify this statement but they are considered to 
be confidential information. For now, it is difficult to believe Canada 
Post's explanations, particularly since, according to the statistics we 
do have, Quebec also experienced significant cuts in 2008, 2009 and 
2010. 


I would like to end on an intriguing point. I am talking here about 
the lack of consistency between what the Conservative government 
says and what it does. During the last election campaign, the 
Conservatives played the “power to the regions” card by promising, 
among other things, to create jobs in the regions. During that election 
campaign, the hon. member for Mégantic—L'Erable said that the 
Conservative Party would ensure that the regions finally had a voice 
in Ottawa. I do not know what strategy the government intends to 
use to create jobs but cutting the hours of postal workers in rural 
areas seems to be a peculiar way of trying to achieve that goal. 


The hon. member for Mégantic—L'Erable was certainly right 
about one thing: the regions do have a voice in Ottawa but it is 
thanks to our party that they do. 
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@ (1830) 
[English] 


Hon. Steven Fletcher (Minister of State (Transport), CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I listened to the member's opening comments. I would 
like to remind the member that it is this government that created 
600,000 jobs since the start of the global recession. It is this 
government that is creating jobs. It has policies to continue creating 
jobs. Canada continues to outperform all our equal trading partners. 


For the member to criticize this government for our job creation 
policies is very rich especially considering the fact that his party, the 
NDP, moved to stop Canada Post from returning to delivering mail 
this past spring in a historic and terrible filibuster which not only 
affected Canada Post, but also affected our economy. 


It embarked on a policy that not only affected Canada Post, but 
also damaged the Canadian economy in a fragile recovery. That is 
quite irresponsible of the other party. The delineation between the 
opposition and the government is quite clear for people who are 
watching this evening. The government creates jobs and implements 
policies to improve job creation. It ensures that fundamental 
components of our economy like postal delivery occur. The 
opposition party would like to stop postal delivery as demonstrated 
this past spring and has caused a lot of damage to the economy. 


Canada Post has an obligation to provide affordable postal 
services to the people of Canada, not just for the foreseeable future, 
but for decades to come. Canada Post's immediate challenges have 
been well documented. Mail volumes have fallen by 17% per 
address since 2006 and the company is struggling with a huge 
pension solvency deficit of $3.2 billion. 


It is no secret that many of the challenges Canada Post faces 
include: declining letter mail volume due to Internet substitution, 
high cost of maintaining a network to service all Canadians, rising 
labour costs, huge pension obligations, threat from rapid technolo- 
gical change and shifting customer habits. 


As Canada Post is taking the necessary steps to ensure its future 
success, the corporation has invested $2 billion to modernize the 
postal system and replace outdated technology and infrastructure. 
These investments will allow Canada Post to take advantage of 
upcoming retirements to reduce the size of its workforce through 
attrition. The company has also reduced its non-unionized work- 
force, composed mostly of managerial jobs at head office, by nearly 
15% since 2008, as part of its broad cost control efforts. 


We are committed to ensuring that Canada Post is economically 
viable. While Canada Post operates at arm's-length from the 
government, it has assured me it will honour any and all collective 
agreements through this modernization initiative. 


Mail volumes are rapidly declining, revenue from retail post 
offices is dropping and fewer customers are making purchases 
through Canada Post. All this has caused peaks and valleys. Any 
change in work hours is purely the result of the economic realities. 


I hope this helps the member opposite to understand the 
challenges Canada Post faces and the adjustments it is forced to 
make as the economy changes rapidly. 


Adjournment Proceedings 


@ (1835) 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls: Mr. Speaker, it is clear the Minister of State 
for Transport is stuck in the past. He always wants to discuss matters 
that occurred in June. I am talking about the cuts that are happening 
now and that are going to happen in the future. 


[Translation | 


The minister demonstrated on a number of occasions that he is not 
familiar with his own portfolio. He would rather talk in ideological 
terms than really get to know his portfolio and give real reasons for 
the cuts. The facts remain that the hours have been reduced and that 
Canada Post is making a profit. 


[English] 


Of course there are declines in service. When hours are cut and 
post offices are inaccessible, of course people will not be able to use 
the services that are inside the post offices. It is a bit rich for the 
government to argue that people are using the postal services less 
when Canada Post is making it harder and harder to use these postal 
services. | 


The post office in rural communities is an institution. It is 
something that links the community together. We can talk about 
modernization schemes, but the fact remains that people in rural 
communities love their post offices. The government is menacing 
them in trying to get rid of post offices by using strategies such as 
cutting hours and making services difficult to acquire. 


I would like to end on the note that I have not really heard any real 
responses from the government side and I hope that the Minister of 
State will study his dossiers better. 


Hon. Steven Fletcher: Mr. Speaker, the member needs to 
understand the bigger picture. He is not up to date on the file. It is 
he and his party who are hypocritical on the issue. 


What happened in the spring is relevant because it accelerated the 
decline in mail volume. It accelerated the challenges that Canada 
Post faces because more people and companies shifted to email and 
e-commerce. That is why in areas such as Quebec and elsewhere 
throughout the country Canada Post had to adjust its hours. 


The NDP needs to understand that when a decision is made there 
is a long-term effect. It does not just affect the present. That is why 
the government is good for the people of Canada and why the NDP 
is not prepared to govern. It is not ready for prime time and Canada 
Post is a prime example. 


@ (1840) 
THE ENVIRONMENT 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
it has been 59 days since the MV Miner landed on the shores of 
Nova Scotia on Scatarie Island. It has been about a month since I 
stood in the House and put a question to the Minister of Transport, 
which is why we find ourselves here tonight with the Minister of 
State for Transport. 
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Over the four minutes that we have allocated during adjournment 
proceedings, I would like to ask the minister two questions. 


The first question is with respect to the liability surrounding the 
MV Miner. Who is responsible for the removal of it? 


Federal officials from the Department of Transport and the Coast 
Guard have said that they believe their responsibilities have been 
fulfilled. When I asked the question in the House, that was certainly 
the approach that the minister had taken in response to my question. 


I also want to thank the Minister of State for taking the time to 
meet with the delegation that came up from Cape Breton, Premier 
Dexter and two MLAs, Geoff MacLellan and Alfie MacLeod. There 
was an indication given that there may be room for the federal 
government to help. 


Time is of the essence. The frustration here revolves around 
determining who is responsible so that whoever that is can start 
working toward a plan. 


If the federal government is not responsible, it is important that the 
premier knows that so he can start drafting a plan and determine 
where the federal government can help out. 


I would ask the Minister of State to identify that. 


The second question is with respect to the regulations. We know 
that the regulations are far too loose. Certainly, when we were in 
power we did not address this. Obviously, a case such as this really 
flags the issue of the loose regulations around towing. 


The federal government licensed, permitted and set the regulations 
for towing the ship up through the Great Lakes. Once it was out in 
the ocean, it landed on the shores of Nova Scotia because a line was 
cut. It became Nova Scotia's responsibility. However, throughout 
that event, the process was a federal responsibility. 


It is not uncommon in this salvage industry for people to get 
together and form a numbered company, bid on a job, pick up the 
wrecked ship and tow it to a salvage yard, at which point it is 
insured. Once it is cut loose and ends up on the bottom of the ocean 
under 300 or 400 feet of water, it becomes an insurance issue and the 
insurance money is collected. 


Unfortunately for the salvage company, this time it did not go to 
the bottom of the ocean. Rather, it landed on the shores of Nova 
Scotia. Therefore, I believe that Nova Scotia will be faced with 
cleaning up this wreck, which some people are saying will cost $24 
million. 


My first question for the Minister of State is quite straightforward. 
Who has the bottom line jurisdiction responsible for cleaning up this 
particular wreck? The second is, will the government move forward 
on tightening up the regulations with respect to the salvaging of 
abandoned ships? 


Hon. Steven Fletcher (Minister of State (Transport), CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the member for raising this issue. 
He is correct that we had a very thoughtful and thorough discussion 
with the premier of Nova Scotia and members of the opposition 
party in Nova Scotia. I would like to use this opportunity to thank 
the premier of Nova Scotia for meeting with me. I was meeting with 


him on behalf of the Minister of Transport who was doing important 
work in Montreal. 


The quick answer to the question is that the person or entity that is 
responsible is the owner of the vessel. 


The second part of the question was whether or not we are going 
to look at what to do in future cases. I think that is definitely 
something that we need to do. 


Let me elaborate a little more. The mandate of Transport Canada 
is to promote safety in marine transportation and to protect the 
marine environment from damage due to navigation and shipping 
activities. In the case of the MV Miner, Transport Canada is 
investigating the incident to determine if there was compliance with 
legislation and regulations under the authority of the Minister of the 
Transport. 


The owner of the vessel is responsible, as I mentioned, for its 
movements, including removal from a place that is not the property 
of the vessel's owner if it becomes stranded or wrecked. In the case 
where the vessel's owner is not known, a person designated by the 
Minister of Transport could act as receiver of the wreck to protect the 
owner's interests and to deal with any salvage or property claims that 
may arise. In this case, however, the owner is known and, as such, is 
responsible for the removal of the vessel. Therefore, it is the owner's 
responsibility. 


It-is Transport Canada's understanding that in the early stages, a 
tug company made several unsuccessful attempts to move the vessel 
from the beach. The owner contracted a salvage company to remove 
some of the pollutants, and the Canadian Coast Guard removed the 
remaining pollutants. 


Since being notified of the grounding of the MV Miner on 
September 20, 2011, Transport Canada, the Canadian Coast Guard, 
and Environment Canada staff have been working collaboratively, in 
consultation with the provincial representatives, to address the 
respective federal responsibilities related to this incident. Transport 
Canada and the Coast Guard are in regular contact with the 
Government of Nova Scotia to make sure that there is thorough 
communication and that expert advice and opinions are provided 
where possible. 


Transport Canada's national aerial surveillance program has been 
conducting regular over-flights to monitor the vessel and identify 
any marine pollutants from it. The Coast Guard is involved. We are 
also providing advice to the province, including issuing a safety 
advisory through local media and the Canadian Coast Guard to alert 
people of the dangers from this vessel. We have also provided advice 
to the province on the removal of the material from the vessel. 


I know I am running out of time. Perhaps I will use my second 
minute to answer any more questions that the member has on this 
important issue. 


@ (1845) 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
I enjoy adjournment proceedings because there is actually an 
opportunity to get an answer. The minister has provided an answer, 
although I like his second answer more than his first, the fact that the 
regulations are going to have to be changed. 


November 17, 2011 


Let me ask a supplemental question then, because what I drew 
from his answer was that the federal government believes that this is 
a case between the Province of Nova Scotia and the owner. If the 
owner does not have adequate insurance, if the owner is a shell 
company and we are chasing ghosts, that is a whole other matter. 
However, we have to get to the nub of the issue and who is 
responsible for what. 


Does he believe that it is between the Province of Nova Scotia and 
the owner? That is what I drew from his initial response. 


Hon. Steven Fletcher: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the 
member for the opportunity to discuss this. 


In regard to Transport Canada's involvement, it is investigating the 
incident for compliance with legislation and regulations under the 
authority of the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Commu- 
nities. The investigation involves both the MV Miner and the tug 
Hellas, which was towing the MV Miner at the time the incident 
occurred. 
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Transport Canada is also assisting the Canadian Coast Guard, the 
lead agency dealing with the threat of pollutants. Of course, we are 
dealing with marine expertise from all levels of government, across 
government. Transport Canada is also using aerial surveillance to 
keep an eye on the situation. We are looking at legal recourse and 
that is under investigation at present. 


I look forward to working with this member and the Province of 
Nova Scotia on the second part of the member's question, which 
deals with what to do on a go-forward basis in this type of situation. 


@ (1850) 
[Translation] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The motion to 
adjourn the House is now deemed to have been adopted. 
Accordingly the House stands adjourned until tomorrow at 10 a.m. 
pursuant to Standing Order 24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 6:51 p.m.) 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Friday, November 18, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. 


Prayers 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 


MARKETING FREEDOM FOR GRAIN FARMERS ACT 


The House proceeded to the consideration of Bill C-18, An Act to 
reorganize the Canadian Wheat Board and to make consequential 
and related amendments to certain Acts, as reported (with 
amendment) from the committee. 


@ (1005) 
[English] 
SPEAKER'S RULING 


The Deputy Speaker: There are 11 motions in amendment 
standing on the notice paper for the report stage of Bill C-18. The 
motions will be grouped for debate as follows: Group No. 1 will 
include Motions Nos. | to 6; Group No. 2 will include Motions Nos. 
7 to 11. 


The voting patterns for the motions within each group are 
available at the table. The Chair will remind the House of each 
pattern at the time of voting. 


MOTIONS IN AMENDMENT 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP) moved: 


That Bill C-18 be amended by deleting Clause 2. 
That Bill C-18 be amended by deleting Clause 3. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP) moved: 
That Bill C-18 be amended by deleting Clause 6. 
Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP) moved: 


That Bill C-18 be amended by deleting Clause 7. 
That Bill C-18 be amended by deleting Clause 9. 
That Bill C-18 be amended by deleting Clause 12. 


He said: Madam Speaker, I thank my seconder, the member for 
Sudbury, for reinforcing our opposition to this bill and helping us to 
move these amendments. I also want to recognize and extend my 
gratitude to the member for Saanich—Gulf Islands for doing her part 
to try to correct what we believe is an extremely flawed and even, 
may I say, dangerous piece of legislation. 


I will begin my remarks by saying that I believe the entire process 
and the federal government's treatment of this bill has been a sham 
and a travesty from the word go. We are of the view that the fast- 
tracking of this bill does a disservice and an injustice to the very 
prairie farm producers whose livelihoods would be dramatically 
affected and impacted by this bill. 


The public should know, if they are not already aware, that the 
extreme fast-tracking of this bill resulted in only two committee 
hearings of four hours each where not a single farmer was heard. 
There was no consultation, no co-operation, no accommodation of 
the reasonable concerns that have been brought forward by 
producers, farm organizations and people in the rural areas who 
would be affected by the loss of their shortline railways, the producer 
cars, and all the thousands of things that are impacted by abolishing 
the Canadian Wheat Board. None of them have been given voice and 
none of them have had the opportunity to be heard in the context of 
this debate. 


I would caution the government that, when it does this habitually, 
this chronic, habitual abuse of parliamentary procedure, it threatens 
to undermine the very integrity of our parliamentary democracy. I 
have been here 14 years and I have never seen anything like it in my 
life. The government has lowered the bar and I am concerned that it 
is doing irreversible damage to the integrity of our parliamentary 
institutions. 


I would remind the government that good governance is a 
fundamental prerequisite for prosperity. The government thinks that 
its ideas have primacy over all other Canadians' ideas, that no other 
voices need to be heard as it implements its agenda. It has a 
legitimate right to put forward legislation but it does not have a right 
to undermine, sabotage, diminish and erode the fragile construct that 
is the Canadian Parliament. 


That is the frustration that we have on the opposition benches. The 
Conservatives represent a majority in the House of Commons but 
they do not represent a majority of Canadians. How can they be so 
arrogant as to assume that the other 60% of Canadians who did not 
vote for them and who maybe do not support their agenda do not 
have a right to be heard? 


No one has a monopoly on good ideas. Canada in itself is a fragile 
construct. The Parliament of Canada is a manifestation of that co- 
operation that keeps this fragile federation together. The government 
is chipping away and eroding, and I honestly do not even think it 
realizes the damage it is doing. 
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I will move to the motions that we have put forward today seeking 
to ameliorate and mitigate some of the impact of this bill. I will say 
from the beginning that I am sick and tired of the cutesy names that 
the government is inventing for all of its pieces of legislation. This 
bill is not about marketing freedom. It is about the freedom to sell 
grain for less. 


With every one of its bills, the government makes up some 
editorialized comment and tries to put it off as the actual name of the 
bill. The real name of this bill is an act to reorganize the Canadian 
Wheat Board, but I believe it is an act to abolish the Canadian Wheat 
Board. Step by step, incrementally, the government is on this 
ideological crusade to abolish what we believe is a great Canadian 
institution, and one of those manifestations of a unique Canadian co- 
operation that is acting in the best interests of the producer instead of 
in the best interests of the big agrifood giants that will be the 
beneficiaries of this huge transfer of wealth. 


The one thing we know about this bill is that it would take 
hundreds of millions of dollars out of the pockets of prairie farmers 
and put it into the pockets of the shareholders of the big agricorp and 
agrifood conglomerate giants that have been salivating over this 
market share ever since the Wheat Board was first created. 


@ (1010) 


It is no surprise that Brian Mulroney is on the board of directors of 
Archer Daniels Midland, one of the big three that will gobble up this 
market share. He billed $650,000 worth of billings in the last two 
years alone as a member of the board of directors. People do not get 
that kind of money just for attending board meetings. They get that 
kind of money for using their influence to push the government into 
something that is not in the best interests of farmers. It is in the best 
interests of a very special privileged few, and that is the Cargills, 
Viterra and the other agrifood giants. 


An example of how the Conservatives are trampling on the 
democratic rights of prairie farmers and denying them the right to 
vote is that, by virtue of this bill, they will fire all 15 members of the 
board of directors, 10 of whom were elected by prairie farmers, and 
replace them with a board of four members appointed by the 
government. It is a $6 billion a year corporation, one of the largest 
and most successful grain marketing companies in the world, and the 
Conservatives will appoint four of their stooges. I presume they have 
picked them out already. They are probably some failed Con- 
servative candidates or some bagmen who did yeoman's due service 
to the political party of their choice— 


@ (1015) 


Mr. Richard Harris: Madam Speaker, I rise on a point of order. 
While I am sure that some will appreciate the theatrics of the hon. 
member's speech, referring to Canadians, who he does not even 
know, as “stooges”, I find most offensive and he should apologize 
for that. 


The Deputy Speaker: I thank the member for his comment. I 
have not heard a personal attack directed to a specific person. It 
perhaps is not a very nice comment but I would not consider it 
unparliamentary in the context here that it is being raised. 


Mr. Pat Martin: Madam Speaker, the first amendment that you 
read out today, seconded by my colleague from Sudbury, would 
delete clause 2, which proposes to reduce the board of directors from 


15 down to 5, which would include a chairperson and a president. 
We think it is ridiculous. It is an appalling notion and we seek the 
support of all members of Parliament. If they have any kind of a 
commitment to good corporate governance, surely they would agree 
that the duly elected board members, elected by prairies farmers in 
the 10 districts, would be the better stewards of the Canadian Wheat 
Board in whatever manifestation is left after the bill undermines and 
guts it. 


Clause 3, the second amendment we have put forward, is in a 
similar vein. It would delete clause 3 because it is undemocratic to 
change this. It would leave no direct input and say from prairie 
farmers into the operations of what remains as the shell of the 
Canadian Wheat Board. 


I appreciate my colleague from Saanich—Gulf Islands participat- 
ing in this debate today and moving meaningful, reasoned 
amendments. We encourage the Conservatives to at least entertain 
the fact that these are coming from a representative group that is 
larger than the group that they claim to represent. There are 60% of 
Canadians represented by the opposition members here. They did 
not vote for the Conservative Party. For the Conservatives to claim 
that the May 2, 2011, election gave them a mandate to run 
roughshod over democratic process and parliamentary procedure by 
fast-tracking the bill and denying the right of legitimate voices to be 
heard is, in and of itself, a travesty. 


There is a reason that corrupt nations are poor. We should take a 
moment and reflect on some of the consequences of allowing our 
institutions to be eroded. I recently read a book by a former Liberal 
member of Parliament, Roy Cullen, called The Poverty of Corrupt 
Nations. It is hard to say which came first, if they are poor because 
they are corrupt or if they are corrupt because they are poor, but the 
two are inexorably linked. The Conservatives are taking us down a 
road where we are undermining not only our democratic institutions 
but the integrity of our Canadian democracy. 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I did 
enjoy the member's remarks because I believe they are right on the 
money. He said in his earlier remarks that the government is 
threatening, with this action, the integrity of parliamentary 
institutions. The government has not threatened. It has hurt the 
integrity of this parliamentary institution because it went with a 
steamroller over section 47.1 of the current act and taken away 
farmers' right to vote in a legitimate plebiscite as it suggests in the 
act. The government has not only taken away farmers' votes, by the 
way it has handled committee as the member very well explained, 
but it has taken away farmers' voices. 


Now we are finding out that the government, through executive 
order, and it has come out in the Gazette, is not only taking away 
farmers' votes and voices but it is now picking farmers' pockets by 
using their money in the contingency fund to offer a cushion for the 
new board. What does the member have to say about that? 


November 18, 2011 


@ (1020) 


Mr. Pat Martin: Madam Speaker, I thank the member for 
Malpeque for his long-standing advocacy to stand up for the 
Canadian Wheat Board. It is time for all friends of the Canadian 
Wheat Board to stand up and make their views known because with 
a majority in the House of Commons and a majority in the Senate, it 
is going to fall to civil society to put some constraints on the 
government, from the absolute power it seems to be revelling in as 
we speak. 


However, I agree with my colleague that it is offensive to the 


sensibilities of any person who calls himself or herself a democrat to — 


observe what is taking place here, in denying farmers the direction 
and control over their own institution, and the pot of money now that 
the government seems to be grabbing and clawing back. 


This institution was set up as essentially a big co-op, a co- 
operative to act in the best interests of prairie producers, to protect 
itself from the historic gouging of the robber barons, the rail barons 
and the great grain barons— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. There are many members 
standing up, so I would like to give the opportunity for a couple of 
other questions. 


The hon. member for Fort McMurray—Athabasca. 


Mr. Brian Jean (Fort McMurray—Athabasca, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, I appreciate the opportunity to ask this member a question. I 
did notice he talked about robber barons and I know he is doing the 
movember thing. I have to tell him that his moustache looks quite the 
part as far as robber barons go. I do like the member. When we have 
the opportunity to speak, it is quite interesting. 


However, I know he spends a lot of time on Salt Spring Island and 
I know there are not a lot of wheat farmers there. I know there are 
not a lot of wheat farmers in downtown Winnipeg. I do know there 
are a lot of wheat farmers in Alberta and Saskatchewan, and across 
the country who are represented by Conservatives. Most rural ridings 
that actually do grow wheat and actually have constituents in them 
that are farmers are represented by Conservatives. I know that and 
most people in Canada know that. 


A survey was done of the younger generation of farmers. Because 
they are the future, 76% of that younger generation said they wanted 
something other than a monopoly. I want the member to answer this 
question. Why are the younger farmers saying, “Let's have 
something other than a monopoly’? Yet, the NDP and the Liberals 
are saying, “No, we want to violate what young farmers want”. How 
does the member respond to that? 


Mr. Pat Martin: Madam Speaker, I appreciate the opportunity to 
raise a point that I meant to get to. I have heard from hundreds of 
prairie farmers from Saskatchewan, Alberta and Manitoba, many of 
whom said that they voted for the Conservative Party, but they did so 
with the knowledge that they were promised they would have a vote 
before anything happened to their Canadian Wheat Board. 


Whether they voted for the Conservatives because of the gun 
registry or any number of other virtues and merits that were offered 
them by the Conservatives, they thought they were going to get to 
vote on the future of the Canadian Wheat Board. The government 
lied to prairie farmers to their face. We have it on record. We have 
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the minister on record stating clearly that farmers would get to vote, 
that he believes in democracy. The Conservatives ignored all that 
and they are steamrolling this bill. 


Mr. Richard Harris: Madam Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I 
believe that it is unparliamentary in this place to accuse anyone, any 
individual, or any party of lying. That is what the member just did. I 
demand he withdraw that. 


@ (1025) 


Hon. Wayne Easter: Madam Speaker, I rise on the same point of 
order. What the member for Winnipeg Centre said is in fact true. The 
minister did, and I can find the quote if we have to find it, promise 
farmers a vote. He said that he believes in democracy. 


Then, when it comes to introducing this bill, he is claiming that 
the vote was the election. That is not what he told farmers. I met with 
quite a number of young farmers in this town yesterday. They 
believed the minister. What the member for Winnipeg Centre is 
saying is the truth. The minister lied to those farmers. 


The Deputy Speaker: On the same point of order, the hon. 
member for Fort McMurray—Athabasca. 


I am coming very close to offer a decision, unless there is a new 
point to bring forward. 


Mr. Brian Jean: Madam Speaker, clearly, that is unparliamentary. 
The member knows better than that. Also, he represents absolutely 
zero western farmers because he is from P.E.I. I do not even know 
why he is trying to represent farmers. I do not know why the other 
member from Winnipeg is trying to represent farmers. Neither of 
them represent farmers. 


The Deputy Speaker: On the same point of order? Is there a new 
fact being brought forward by the hon. member for Nickel Belt? 


Mr. Claude Gravelle: Yes, Madam Speaker. I want to inform the 
House that as hon. members we were elected to represent all 
Canadians, not just a fraction of Canadians. For the government side 
to accuse our member of lying when, Wednesday, these same 
members accused us of being traitors. That is highly hypocritical. 


The Deputy Speaker: On the same point of order? Is there a new 
fact being raised by the hon. member for Cape Breton—Canso? 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner: Madam Speaker, I would like to build on 
that point, if I could. There is one member of Parliament in Atlantic 
Canada who does not have a fishing wharf in his riding and the 
government made him the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans. How 
can he represent fishermen with no fishermen in downtown 
Fredericton? 


So, to say that members in this House who do not have wheat 
farmers cannot speak on behalf of wheat farmers is asinine. I would 
like to add that to the point of order. 


The Deputy Speaker: On the points of order that have been 
raised by various members, I thank them for their comments because 
it is well-known that any language that causes disorder in the House 
is unparliamentary. 
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I would ask all members of Parliament to moderate their language. 
Usually, when language is used, where an attack is made against one 
person, one minister, it is definitely considered unparliamentary. I 
would certainly ask that members who have made a personal attack 
on one minister to withdraw it. 


However, I am going to, at this moment, ask all members to 
remember that this is a strong debate where there are equally strong 
differences in opinion and to be respectful in their criticisms of the 
actions of both government and the opposition. I will leave it at that. 


Resuming debate, the hon. member for Saanich—Gulf Islands. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam 
Speaker, I thank my colleague from Winnipeg Centre for seconding 
my amendments. I am also proud to have seconded his. 


As we begin this discussion over the next 10 minutes of my 
portion of the debate, I want to concentrate on what our amendments 
are actually about and then address the larger issue of why I 
personally, as the member of Parliament for Saanich—Gulf Islands 
where we actually do have some wheat farmers, very small levels of 
crops at this point, but there are people in Saanich—Gulf Islands— 


Hon. Vic Toews: How many under the Wheat Board? 


Ms. Elizabeth May: I am sorry, I am unable to answer the hon. 
minister across the way as I explain our amendments. 


We have put forward amendments to Bill C-18 that deal very 
specifically with changes to the sections of the bill that relate to the 
election of the board of directors. 


It has been part of the Wheat Board ever since it was created in 
1935 that the members of the Wheat Board's board of directors were 
primarily elected by farmers. It has been a 15 member board of 
directors, 10 board members elected by farmers, who themselves 
then are represented in a single desk marketing system, which is of 
course to the benefit of farmers, and that is why they were electing 
their board of directors. 


The amendments we are putting forward at report stage of Bill 
C-18 are to revert control over the board of directors to the Canadian 
Wheat Board in whatever new position it is able to exert itself after 
passage of this legislation in order to ensure that it has representation 
elected by farmers. 


The bill, as currently drafted, would eliminate board members 
elected by farmers and move to a five person board, all appointed 
through the governor in council, and of course the governor in 
council is essentially the cabinet, so it would remove the 
democratically elected portion of the board of directors, and that is 
a very serious matter. 


I would love to take the temperature down on this matter this 
morning in the House. It is not an issue which is often debated in the 
House where it is somehow freedom versus oppression, or that there 
is this dreadful oppression from the Wheat Board and that all farmers 
wish to be freed from these shackles, from this terrible yoke. 


The wheat and barley farmers in this country are clearly divided 
on the pros and cons of the Wheat Board in 2011. Clearly, we need 
to think about modernizing. Initially, the Wheat Board was created 
before 1935, which is the date we usually choose because that is 


when it came out in statute federally. Going back to the 1920s, 
farmers first formed co-operatives. They had every reason to be 
concerned. When my hon. friend from Winnipeg Centre referred to 
the robber barons, he was referring to those of the early part of the 
20th century. Farmers had every reason to be concerned about 
whether they could they get a fair price. 


When farmers were put in a circumstance of being at the mercy of 
large corporate buyers, what would that mean? Farmers were 
competing against other. Each one would lower their price to get the 
sale with the big conglomerate, and in that situation it was a buyer's 
market. It could pick off the farmers. Farmers could go bankrupt if 
they kept reducing their prices to get the deal. That is why co- 
operatives were formed. That is why the Wheat Board was formed in 
1935 to ensure that, with single desk marketing, the Wheat Board 
would buy and guarantee the farmers a liveable price for the wheat 
and barley they grew. 


It is not easy being a farmer in this country. Goodness only knows 
that the average farmer in this country is unable to make a living on 
the farm. Most of the income, increasingly, has to be made off the 
farm, and that applies not just to grain farmers, of course, but to 
farmers of fruit, vegetables and livestock. 


Being a farmer in this country is difficult. We need a food strategy. 
We need to support our farmers. We need to support locally grown 
food. In this context, eliminating the Wheat Board is highly 
controversial. 


We have large conglomerates today, and my hon. friend referred to 
one of them, Viterra, and there is Cargill. They are in a good position 
if farmers do go back to what happened in the early 1900s, 
competing against each other to get a price from a big buyer. That is 
why there is so much concern from farmers who want to keep the 
Wheat Board, that they will be exposed to the vagaries of a 
marketplace in which competition means undercutting each other. 
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The heart of the co-operative movement was to support each other 
so that through collaborative efforts, whether in the fisheries, grain 
farming or in milk and dairy products, farmers could get a fair and 
livable wage out of a very competitive marketplace. Therefore, it is 
not without its controversy. 


The one vote that the Wheat Board undertook showed 62% of 
farmers wanted to keep it. That means a not insubstantial number of 
farmers want to do away with it. In fact, if the percentages are right, 
there are more farmers who want to do away with the Wheat Board 
than citizens who voted for the governing party in the last election. 
That is not a small group of people, so the farmers are divided on 
this. 
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This bill would have been better contemplated with respect to how 
to modernize the Wheat Board rather than how to destroy the single 
desk and expose the farmers who are so very concerned, as well as 
those who think the change would do them well. 


No one really knows how this will go. 


I did want to express concern because in the category of what we 
do not know are the costs. In terms of costs, we know that the 
Canadian Wheat Board has determined that an auditor will be 
brought in. The auditor winning the contract has been reported to be 
receiving between half a million and a million dollars to figure out 
employee severance costs, pension costs and the potential legal costs 
for breaking long-term contracts. 


The analysis was carried out by the reputable accounting firm, 
KPMG. It concluded that the costs of eliminating the Wheat Board 
will be in the hundreds of millions of dollars. This cost of course will 
be paid by the taxpayers, but in whose interest is this really? Some 
critics have pointed out that essentially paying hundreds of millions 
of dollars should be seen as a disguised subsidy to the Cargills and 
the Viterras because they will be the beneficiaries of this change. 


It is clearly not an easy issue. I have talked to many members on 
the government benches who have told me that some of their farmers 
are terrified of getting rid of the Wheat Board. It is generally reported 
that the younger farmers are more prepared to innovate and figure 
out how to do without it. 


There is no question that the Wheat Board could do a much better 
job helping farmers who are growing organic grain, but doing a 
better job should have been the goal. Getting rid of single desk 
marketing is a radical and dramatic change from what farmers in 
barley and wheat have known for years. The division, and the fact 
that the majority of the wheat farmers who have expressed 
themselves on this issue want to keep the Wheat Board, should 
have injected some caution into how this legislation will move 
forward. It is the absence of caution that is so deeply concerning to 
the members on the opposition side of the House. We need to protect 
the interests of Canadian wheat and barley farmers. 


I know that members on the government benches honestly believe 
that they are acting in the interests of their constituents who farm 
wheat and barley. We on the opposition benches honestly believe 
that there are huge risks in moving so dramatically. 


It is interesting that the Conservative members use the word 
“conservative” to describe themselves. They are really very radical. 
They are making radical changes to our criminal justice system, to 
prairie farming, and across the board, particularly in immigration. I 
do not think they like the term that they are the radical party, but that 
is much more the essence and substance of the changes we are 
seeing. 


Therefore, in putting forward these amendments we are asking for 
one dose of caution: please allow these amendments to go through. 
Allow the farmers in the country to continue to elect members of the 
Canadian Wheat Board to represent their interests. With board 
members elected democratically by farmers, we could continue to 
allow all voices in the agriculture community to be heard. We could 
try to find the mechanisms that protect the farmers, after Bill C-18 
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passes, from the worst aspects of a competitive cutthroat market 
dominated by a handful of multinational corporations. 


We must find a way to ensure that prairie farmers make a living 
wage and that they are not exposed to the kinds of practices that gave 
rise to the need for the Canadian Wheat Board in the first place. 


I urge members opposite to consider these few amendments and to 
allow them to go through. 


@ (1035) 


Hon. Wayne Easter: Madam Speaker, I rise on a point of order. 
You and I had a little chat about words I used in a previous debate 
where I did use pretty strong language against the minister. 


I will quote what the mintster said in Minnedosa, Manitoba on 
March 15: 


Until farmers make that change I'm not prepared to work arbitrarily. They are 
absolutely right to believe in democracy. I do, too. 


That is what the minister said. 


I will withdraw my remarks, but I leave it up to others to judge 
those comments because he did not allow a vote. 
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The Deputy Speaker: I thank the hon. member. Having 
withdrawn the comments, I consider the matter closed. 


The hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural 
Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board. 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, I appreciated the member opposite's comments. 
She seems to be a little more rational than some of the other folks on 
the other side who have been bringing forward points that need to be 
considered here. 


I am very glad to have folks from across Canada talk about these 
issues that affect western Canadian farmers, but I am not sure that 
she understands how much the communication issues have changed, 
the information issues have changed and the transportation issues 
have changed in western Canada since 1935. She seems to think that 
we still need a system that holds farmers in place and that they 
should know their place. 


Does she understand the reality of how things have changed on 
the farms? Farmers are probably more often aware of information 
than even the grain companies themselves. Does she not think that is 
a good reason to give them their freedom to market their own grain 
and make their own business decisions? 


Ms. Elizabeth May: Madam Speaker, as leader of the Green 
Party I have 305 candidates across the country and they represent the 
same areas that all the members in this House represent. The 
agricultural critic on the Green Party shadow cabinet, Kate Storey, 
and her husband are wheat farmers in Manitoba. They have informed 
me about what it is like for them to try to make a living as organic 
wheat farmers. They made that transition themselves. 
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I certainly am aware of how much has changed since 1935, but I 
believe that farmers should have the right to choose for themselves 
whether it is time to get rid of the Wheat Board and the single desk. 
In this instance, I think the government should have paid attention to 
the way the legislation was drafted and ensured that any decisions 
about getting rid of the single desk were based on a vote by the 
farmers. That is the freedom I think farmers want to have. 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
I want to bring a personal perspective to this debate. My grandfather, 
Vincent Varyu, who passed away in 1981, came to this country in 
1926 from Hungary. He came pursuant to an immigration plan that 
encouraged farmers, particularly from Europe, to come to Canada. 
He landed in Halifax, took a train to the edge of Saskatchewan, 
walked 26 miles with his brother and came to a quarter section of 
land on the border of Saskatchewan and Alberta, near Dewberry, 
Alberta. The deal was that he would get that land if it was cleared 
within two years. He and his brother cleared that land by hand, got 
title to it and farmed it from 1926 until he retired in 1960. 


My grandfather was a proud Conservative all of his life, but he 
was an absolute, avid and committed proponent of the Canadian 
Wheat Board. The reason, as he explained to me, was the protection 
it gave farmers. He said as a farmer he saw the protection that this 
board gave. 


It is one thing to say that the Conservatives represent the rural 
ridings in western Canada, but again, those farmers may have voted. 
Conservative on the understanding that they would have a vote on 
any attempt to get rid of the Canadian Wheat Board, which the 
Conservatives campaigned on. Did the Conservatives, during the 
campaign, tell the farmers that they would abolish the Canadian 
Wheat Board without a vote? Because that may have changed the 
perspective and opinions of those farmers. Many, like my grand- 
father, supported the Conservatives but did not want the Canadian 
Wheat Board to go. 


Ms. Elizabeth May: Madam Speaker, I hear from farmers on this 
issue because we have spoken out on it. I hear from farmers who 
want to keep the Wheat Board and I hear from farmers who do not. I 
hear from farmers who voted Conservative and believed they would 
have a vote in a plebiscite before the Wheat Board would be 
dismantled as a single desk system. 


We also know that farmers desperately need better rail transit and 
better transportation routes. We need to think holistically about what 
farmers need. I do not believe they need Bill C-18. 
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Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, it is great to be back to speak to the bill again. 


I would like to inform the House and Canadians that farmers will 
have a choice. The opposition wants to give them a choice and we 
want to as well. They will have a choice between a voluntary wheat 
board, which the government is supporting, and their own decisions 
about marketing their own grain. 


That is a good balance. That is the balance that the member for 
Saanich—Gulf Islands should be supporting. If the opposition were 
reasonable on this, it would support that as well. 
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I want to point out that the Conservative Party will not be 
supporting any of the amendments that have been moved by the 
opposition today. Unfortunately, as they did at committee, we 
believe opposition members are playing games with the future of the 
grain industry in western Canada, trying to delay this legislation and 
trying to create instability in western Canada. 


I note that the member for Winnipeg Centre was complaining 
about committee and the times that were given to it. The reality is 
that he left early on two of the three nights and the third night we 
finished early because it was agreed that we had heard the witnesses 
and so could move on. It is interesting that he would complain about 
the committee process when he did not engage in a good part of it. 


These amendments have been made to scuttle any— 


Mr. Don Davies: Madam Speaker, I rise on a point of order. 


I apologize for interrupting my hon. colleague's speech, but it is a 
parliamentary rule in the House not to comment on the absence of 
someone in the House. I wonder if that rule also applies to 
committee, because my hon. colleague just pointed out that someone 
was absent from committee. I may be mistaken, but I would like to 
raise that point and get your ruling, Madam Speaker. 


The Deputy Speaker: I thank the hon. member. It is not permitted 
to mention the presence or the absence of members. 


The hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural 
Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board. 


Mr. David Anderson: Madam Speaker, I hope I am not taking 
any time here, but I would not comment on the member's absence in 
the House. That is not what I was doing. I was talking about 
committee. I believe we are able to do that, but I stand to be 
corrected. 


This argument probably will get stranger than even this morning 
when the Liberals speak. They have come up with some tinfoil hat 
conspiracy about the contingency fund, which is a very strange 
argument. The reality is the board asked us to increase the 
contingency fund. 


The second reality is that the fund now needs to be protected from 
the present board of directors. It has already spent somewhere 
between $60 million and $100 million on ships that it did not tell 
farmers it was buying. It appears it is spending several million 
dollars on an advertising campaign in eastern Canada for which I and 
other western Canadian farmers have to pay. Certainly anything to 
do with a contingency fund with regard to the government's action 
would be to protect that for farmers, for taxpayers and for the future 
of the Canadian Wheat Board. 
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At committee, unlike the opposition, the Conservative Party, led 
by the member for Prince Albert, put forward two constructive 
amendments which were passed. We believe the House of Commons 
committee has done its job and we are very happy to be here this 
morning to support marketing freedom for western Canadian 
farmers. 


I want to talk one more time about my experiences with this 
system. It is a bit frustrating to only have 10 minutes because I do 
not know if I can do a good job on this in that time. 


I have lived on a farm my whole life. In my teenage years I started 
farming. We had to deal with the Wheat Board. In the early 1990s, 
we had a crop that froze in the fields. When we came to market it, the 
board said that it was not willing to market that grain because it did 
not find it to be good quality. 


We were able to go to the United States to find a buyer for it. At 
that time, if one had the permission of the board, one could export. 
However, when we went to export it, the grain company came back 
and said that it would not take our grain because it already had a 
supply of grain. It turned out that it had made a deal with the Wheat 
Board, at the time the Saskatchewan Wheat Pool, for our grain. 
Therefore, we received about 65¢ a bushel less for it than we had 
arranged with the U.S. grain company. We did get to follow the 
trucks from our own local grain elevator to the U.S. grain elevator to 
get that 65¢ less a bushel for each bushel of grain that was hauled 
from there. 


That is really when attitudes in our part of the world began to 
coalesce and people realize they can do a better job of marketing 
than the Canadian Wheat Board. 


The board lives off farmers. The board does not make its own 
money. Any money that it makes and any money that it spends is 
farmers' income. As the expenses at the board have increased over 
the years, farmers have become more and more concerned about how 
their money has been spent. 


The member for Saanich—Gulf Islands said that this was not an 
issue of freedom versus oppression. However, for many farmers it is 
because they feel the board has bullied them for decades, and it has 
not stopped. 


We can probably witness the bizarre scene, where apparently the 
board of directors now spends farmers' money to hand out muffins 
and CWB leaflets at Union Station in downtown Toronto to try to 
appeal to some folks in Toronto. It has been taking out full-page ads 
in eastern Ontario papers, on TV and on radio. I get to pay for that. It 
is a very strange situation. It is probably one more clear illustration 
as to why western Canadian farmers need freedom. If these folks 
want to spend money like this, they should spend their own money, 
not our money. 


I grow my own wheat and pay the expenses when I grow it. 
Farmers harvest their own grain and store it. However, when it 
comes to selling it, we are not allowed to do that. I want to explain to 
Canadians what we need to do just to sell our own product. 


We have to go to the Canadian Wheat Board and ask if it will sell 
our grain. It comes back and offers us a contract that we sign. Then 
the board tells me what percentage of that contract it will take. 
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Typically it is 60% to 70% of the grain, but sometimes it is 100%. 
The board tells me that it will take that grain over the next 12 
months, so I have to wait. It also tells me that it will pay me for part 
of it when I deliver and the rest will be paid in up to 18 months later. 


I do not know if members have run a business, but it is impossible 
for people to make a living that way. Again, one of the opposition 
members mentioned that farmers have to go off-farm for income. 
This is one of the reasons why they have to do that. They do not 
even get paid for much of their own product until 18 months later. 


There is a thing called a buy-back. I can go to the board and say 
that I would like to buy my own grain back, even though it is still 
sitting in my granary. The board will tell me what price I have to pay 
for my grain so I can try to make an arrangement for somebody else 
to sell it. 
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From personal experience, we have gone to them with a proposal. 
We had some durum a few years. The Wheat Board was only taking 
60% of the durum. We found a buyer in the United States and the 
board had nothing to do with it. We went to the board and said that 
we wanted a buy back and it said that we would not get it at any 
price. It was contracting that percentage and we could not buy it 
back. That 40% of our product, our inventory, would sit in our bin 
until the Wheat Board was ready to take it and ready to say that we 
could sell it. 


That is why western Canadian farmers know they need change 
and freedom. This is the freedom we want to bring for them. The 
freedom the Liberals and the NDP want for them is to keep them 
chained so they are dependent on other people and cannot make their 
own decisions. We are not prepared to go along with that. 


There are a couple of illustrations of things that have worked in 
western Canadian where people have had freedom. 


Let me talk a bit about canola. It is a fairly recent development in 
western Canada. It now brings in almost $5.6 billion to western 
Canada and is our largest value crop. One of the primary reasons for 
that is because farmers can go out and market their own grain. It has 
become the flagship product of our agricultural industry. I do not 
think we ever expected that. We have always been told that we are 
the heart of the grain world. Now another crop has passed grain in its 
value in western Canada. 


Flax is a smaller crop and another Canadian success story. It is 
used in a whole host of products, from animal food to 
environmentally friendly flooring and those kinds of things. We 
are now one of the largest suppliers of flax in the world, producing 
almost half of the world's supply. 
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Mustard is grown in my area. It is another crop that has expanded 
in acres because farmers get out there and market their own crops. 


I do not know if I need to talk about pulses and lentils, peas, 
lentils, chickpeas and what has happened with them over the last few 
years. There has been a multi-billion pulse and special crops industry 
that has developed in western Canada, primarily because people can 
grow it and they can market their own production. 


The production of the eight major pulse and special crops have 
increased from a million tonnes in the early 1990s to 5.6 million 
tonnes in 2009, and that is at a time when grain has gone backward. 
When the acreage for grain has been diminishing each year, these 
other several crops have been increasing. 


This is one of the reasons why we need freedom in western 
Canada, so we can free up the grain industry so it can begin to grow 
again. We have already heard there are at least two companies that 
want to build plants and begin processing in western Canada as soon 
as these changes are made. 


I had to laugh when I heard the opposition say that it did not want 
processing plants in western Canada because that would mean they 
would pay less for their product. I have never heard such a strange 
argument in my life. If we really wanted to save money, I guess we 
should shut down every bit of processing and manufacturing in the 
country. That is just ridiculous. 


We look forward to the $500 million per year of extra revenue that 
this will generate in western Canada. Freedom cannot come too soon 
for farmers. They need the stability from this legislation. We need 
the legislation passed as quickly as possible so they can begin 
planning for next year, so we can begin to see our grain production 
grow once again in western Canada and have western Canada remain 
the heart of agriculture around the world. 


@ (1055) 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
much of the parliamentary secretary's speech is based on the same 
misinformation and propaganda that the Conservatives have been 
circulating across western Canada, taxpayer-funded misinformation 
and propaganda, while at the same time imposing a gag order on the 
directors of the Wheat Board so they cannot defend themselves and 
correct some of this misinformation. 


One of those elements is this myth, this free market flight of fancy, 
that as soon as the government eliminates the Canadian Wheat 
Board, value-added mills will pop up out of the ground like 
mushrooms. In actual fact, for the last 10 years milling capacity has 
increased 50% under the current regime. Four new facilities have 
begun. The reason there is one hanging in the wings right now is 
because it is pretty sure it will be able to buy their grain for less, 
which means less money in the pockets of the prairie producer. The 
misinformation is reckless and irresponsible. 


The $500 million figure that he used is the estimate from KPMG 
as to what it will cost to wrap up the Canadian Wheat Board. Will 
the parliamentary secretary verify its studies affirm that it will cost 
the government $500 million to realize this ideological— 


The Deputy Speaker: The hon. parliamentary secretary. 


Mr. David Anderson: Madam Speaker, once again we hear that 
overheated rhetoric for which the member opposite is so famous. 
There is a word we believe in that starts with the letter “f’ and that is 
the word “freedom”. 


I do not think he was listening. The $500 million are $500 million 
every year that western Canadian farmers will gain from finally 
being able to market their own grain, do their own production and 
conduct their own business. 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I have a 
short question for the parliamentary secretary and I would like a 
direct and honest answer. 


He said in the beginning of his speech that farmers would be 
offered choice between the Canadian Wheat Board and other 
companies in the open market. What he did not say was that there 
was no longer the choice of single desk selling, and that is the key 
point. It is not about the Wheat Board, it is about the issue of single 
desk selling. 


Will farmers have a choice between single desk selling and the 
open market, yes or no? 


Mr. David Anderson: Madam Speaker, the problem with the 
member opposite is he does not know that we cannot give people 
freedom and imprison them at the same time. We certainly will bring 
them freedom and we will give them the choice to deal with a 
voluntary Canadian Wheat Board or to market their own grain. 


I should point out that when farmers wanted freedom, his party 
locked farmers up in jail. I do not think Liberals will even admit this, 
but one of the farmers was put in jail with a convicted murderer and 
stripped searched 58 times because of the ideological bent those 
folks had toward keeping farmers imprisoned. 


Mr. Brian Jean (Fort McMurray—Athabasca, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, I want talk about choice in my constituency since the 
member from P.E.I. brought it up. My constituents who grow wheat 
do not have a choice. They have to sell to the Wheat Board. The 
farmers in northern British Columbia have to sell to the Wheat 
Board. Wheat farmers in the riding of the member for Saanich—Gulf 
Islands are in luck because they can sell it to whomever they want. If 
there are wheat farmers in the riding of the member from P.E.I., they 
can sell to whomever they want. 


What do the constituents of the parliamentary secretary have to 
say? My constituents are clearly saying they want choice. They want 
freedom. In this case, all the constituents of the members who 
support the Wheat Board monopoly have a choice. 


@ (1100) 


Mr. David Anderson: Madam Speaker, my colleague makes a 
great point. He has done great work on this issue. 
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As I pointed out earlier, for canola, flax, peas and specialty crops, 
we all have choice. Those markets are growing and expanding every 
day. What we really need is for this legislation to pass as quickly as 
possible because western Canadian wheat farmers need stability and 
they need to begin planning for next year. The opposition cannot be 
allowed to destabilize the farmers throughout the next growing 
season. We need the legislation passed immediately. 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
[English] 


MEDAL OF BRAVERY 


Mr. Rick Norlock (Northumberland—Quinte West, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, I rise in the House today to recognize and honour 
two outstanding police officers in my riding, Sergeant Delkie Curtis 
and Sergeant Roger Thomas of the Cobourg Police Service. 


On October 28, 2011, sergeants Curtis and Thomas both received 
the Governor General's Medal of Bravery award. On October 6, 
2007, sergeants Curtis and Thomas rushed into a smoke-filled 
building in Cobourg, Ontario and rescued an incapacitated woman 
from the burning building. Sergeants Curtis and Thomas acted 
swiftly and with complete disregard for their own safety. Their 
willingness to risk their own lives in order to save another's is an 
exceptional act of bravery in keeping with the highest standards of 
all Canadian police officers. 


On behalf of the good people of Northumberland—Quinte West, I 
wish to thank sergeants Curtis and Thomas for their bravery and 
dedication to duty. These two men are truly deserving of the honour 
that was bestowed upon them for their courageous and selfless act. 
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BATTLE OF THE BLADES 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise in the House today, along with my colleague from 
Nickel Belt, to commemorate another great achievement by Sudbury 
native and Olympic gold medallist, Tessa Bonhomme. 


On Monday night Tessa and skating partner David Pelletier were 
crowned the champions of the third season of CBC's Battle of the 
Blades. 


The Battle of the Blades partners professional hockey players with 
professional figure skaters. Each week the pairs present a routine to 
the judges. Viewers then vote for their favourite performance. 


Bonhomme, who won a gold medal as part of the Canadian 
women's hockey team at the 2010 Olympics, was the first female 
hockey player to take part in the show. 


As the champions, Bonhomme and Pelletier won $100,000 for the 
charity of their choice. 


Since the show's inaugural season in 2009, Battle of the Blades 
has made nearly $1 million in charitable donations to organizations 
in Canada, a truly remarkable figure. This year, Bonhomme has 
dedicated her prize to the Canadian Breast Cancer Foundation CIBC 
Run for the Cure in my great riding of Sudbury. 
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Congratulations to Tessa Bonhomme. 


PUBLIC SAFETY 


Mr. Jeff Watson (Essex, CPC): Madam Speaker, with our 
Tackling Violent Crime Act, measures to strengthen parole, pardons 
and sentences for violent criminals, funds for more front-line police 
and to prevent at-risk youth from a life of crime, only this 
Conservative government is making our communities and streets 
safer. 


According to StatsCan's just released 2010 crime severity index, 
Windsor—Essex is the safest region in Canada. Among the safest 
Canadian communities over 10,000 people, the town of LaSalle 
ranks second, Tecumseh fourth, Kingsville seventh, Lakeshore 
eighth, and Essex twelfth. Windsor is the seventh safest big city of 
32. Topping the list of 238 safest towns and cities is my hometown, 
Amherstburg. 


Thanks to our dedicated police, strong community involvement, 
our government's investments to prevent crime and tough laws to 
crack down on criminals, Windsor—Essex is the safest region in 
Canada. 


[Translation] 


SIR JOHN A. MACDONALD 


Mr. Ted Hsu (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
I rise today to pay tribute to an immigrant who worked hard to build 
his country. 


[English] 


He had a long-term vision for a big Canada, the Canada we are 
fortunate to inherit. He believed the federal government should lead 
in realizing that vision. He worked for this vision by serving as the 
first occupant of the seat that I am now proud to occupy and as the 
first prime minister of Canada. 


In 2015 we will celebrate the bicentennial of Sir John A. 
Macdonald. I thank Mr. Arthur Milnes and the Sir John A. 
Macdonald Bicentennial Commission in Kingston, Ontario for 
organizing the commemoration. 


As the Minister of Finance said, “All eyes should be on Kingston 
on January 11, 2015”. I thank him and Tory senators Mike Duffy and 
Linda Frum for their continuing support. As well, I thank the first 
person to lead a VIP Sir John A. tour in Kingston, the leader of the 
Liberal Party, the member for Toronto Centre. 


Together, let us celebrate and honour our history. 
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ST. JOHN'S LUTHERAN CHURCH 


Mr. Colin Mayes (Okanagan—Shuswap, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, on November 12 of this year, St. John's Lutheran Church 
in Vernon in my riding of Okanagan—Shuswap celebrated its 100th 
anniversary; 100 years of programs for children, youth groups, 
marriage counselling, seniors' activities, as well as ministering to the 
spiritual needs of the people of Vernon. 


It has been said that for democracy to survive it must be supported 
by a virtuous citizenry. It is also said that elected representatives are 
a reflection of the values of the citizens they represent. 


Churches across Canada have contributed to our Canadian 
democracy by teaching the brotherhood of mankind the call to 
serve one another and the obligation of accountability to our creator. 


I thank St. John's Lutheran Church in Vernon and all churches in 
Canada that have contributed to the important work of tending to the 
spiritual well-being of Canadians and moulding those values that are 
the foundation of Canadian life. 


**K* 
[Translation] 


NEUVILLE AIRPORT 


Ms. Elaine Michaud (Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, on November 7, 2011, after opposing this project 
for months, the Neuville municipal council was forced to announce 
to the public that an airport would be built in their municipality. 


Although the people of Neuville have clearly spoken out against 
the construction of this airport, the Carriage by Air Act, which is 
federal legislation, gives small groups of developers the freedom to 
set up where they want, without consulting the municipality or the 
public. For a long time, the mayor has been calling for a meeting 
with the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities, but 
the minister has refused, claiming that municipalities fall under 
provincial jurisdiction. 


Is the minister so disconnected that he has forgotten the Supreme 
Court ruling confirming that federal legislation has authority over 
Quebec legislation when it comes to agricultural zoning? This ruling 
clearly shows that the minister is responsible for this issue. 


It is time for him to take his job seriously and publicly commit to 
meeting with the mayor of Neuville. 


oe TS 
[English] 


RAYNE DENNIS SCHULTZ 


Hon. Laurie Hawn (Edmonton Centre, CPC): Madam Speaker, 
last week we spent time remembering the service and sacrifice of 
Canadians in uniform. One in particular struck a chord with me. 


Group Captain Rayne Dennis “Joe” Schultz was an Alberta boy 
who joined the Royal Canadian Air Force in July 1940 and started a 
distinguished RCAF career that lasted 37 years. 


During the war, Joe flew de Havilland Mosquitos in the night 


fighter role with one of my old squadrons, the 410 Cougars. He 


finished the war as an ace with eight kills, including four in one 
night, which earned him and his navigator the Distinguished Flying 
Cross. 


Known as “Mr. Flight Safety”, his efforts were recognized by the 
Flight Safety Foundation and the United States Air Force Aerospace 
Safety Hall of Fame. 


In Canada, he was awarded the Trans-Canada McKee Trophy in 
1978. He was inducted into Canada's Aviation Hall of Fame in 1997. 


Like many young aviators, I received the benefit of Joe's personal 
advice and had the privilege of knowing him for many years. 


After a fighter pilot's struggle, Joe slipped the surly bonds of earth 
for the last time, appropriately on Remembrance Day 2011, in his 
89th year. 


Noctivaga, Joe. 


REX 


MEDAL OF BRAVERY 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod (Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo, 
CPC): Madam Speaker, I would like to pay tribute to Mr. Dale 
Brady from Valemount, B.C., who just received his second Medal of 
Bravery from the Governor General. 


Dale Brady, chief pilot with Yellowhead Helicopters, and Steve 
Blake, visitor safety specialist with Parks Canada, rescued a group of 
hikers off Mount Robson in 2008 after they were reported overdue. 
These hikers had been on the mountain for three weeks when they 
found they could no longer continue. The chances of them surviving 
another night were very slim. 


The rescue was extremely difficult as the weather at the top of the 
Canadian Rockies' highest peak was incredibly unstable. After 
getting a very small break in the weather, Brady and Blake headed to 
Mount Robson. Due to a steady hand and the experience of Mr. 
Brady, Mr. Blake was successfully lowered down from the helicopter 
and extracted the men off the side of the mountain. 


Mr. Brady's courage and willingness to risk his own life to save, 
another's is both admirable and extraordinary. His actions inspire a 
nation and command our deepest gratitude. 


XX *% 


CHILD POVERTY 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, November 20 is Universal Children's Day, commemorating 
the UN's adoption of the Declaration of the Rights of the Child in 
1959, and the Convention on the Rights of the Child in 1989. 


That same year this House voted unanimously to end child 
poverty. The motion was put forward by our former leader, Ed 
Broadbent. 


Sadly, on this Universal Children's Day, Canadians are realizing 
that more and more children are slipping into poverty as their 
families suffer during the economic crisis. 
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That is why I want to echo the call of UNICEF and the Canadian 
Association of Social Workers who are celebrating today by calling 
once again for an independent children's commissioner. 


The lack of movement on appointing a children's commissioner, 
first suggested in 2003, was highlighted by the Canadian Coalition 
for the Rights of Children in its report to the UN on Canada's 
progress. 


A commissioner would be able to investigate government policies 
that discriminate against vulnerable groups, like aboriginal children, 
and measure the impact on children's rights of new legislation. In 
addition, a commissioner could tell us why, after 22 years, Canada 
still has made no progress on reducing child poverty. 


CRUE | 


@ (1110) 


[Translation] 


NATIONAL CHILD DAY 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Simcoe—Grey, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am 
rising today to bring attention to National Child Day, which will take 
place on Sunday, November 20. 


[English| 


We all have a role to play in ensuring that children reach their full 
potential as the future of our country. 


Unlike the Liberals, the Conservative government has delivered 
real results to ensure that we are supporting Canadian children and 
families. In fact, we have made the largest investments in Canadian 
history. 


This year alone, we will provide over $6 billion in early childhood 
development and child care funding. We have also introduced the 
universal child care benefit, giving $2.6 billion annually to 1.5 
million families. We have implemented tax measures that have put 
more than $3,000 back into the pockets of every Canadian family. 
This makes a real difference for Canadians in these tough economic 
times. 


Our government values the important contribution that families 
make to our country to improve its well-being. 


I encourage all Canadians to participate in National Child Day on 
November 20. 


* kK * 


TRANSGENDER DAY OF REMEMBRANCE 


Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, I stand today to recognize November 20, the 
Transgender Day of Remembrance. This is a day when people in 
communities across Canada and around the world gather to 
remember the victims of transphobic violence and to dedicate 
themselves to working to end all forms of discrimination against 
transgender and transsexual people. 


The House will have an opportunity to take an important step 
toward ensuring full equality by including gender identity and 
gender expression as prohibited grounds of discrimination in the 


Statements by Members 


Canadian Human Rights Act when my private member's bill comes 
forward in the new year. 


Other actions are needed to help end discrimination in the 
workplace, in housing, in health care, in the justice system, and in 
the provision of identity documents. 


Let us remember that transgender and transsexual Canadians are 
members of our families. They are our neighbours. They are our co- 
workers. They are our friends. Canada is richer for their life 
experience and the many ways they contribute to our communities. 
On the Transgender Day of Remembrance, they also help us to 
understand our own humanity and the full meaning of equality. 


New Democrats are honoured to stand in solidarity with 
transgender Canadians on this important day. 


XX % 


NATIONAL FLAG OF CANADA 


Mr. John Carmichael (Don Valley West, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, I rise today because later this afternoon we will be 
debating my private member's Bill C-288, the national flag of 
Canada act. 


The bill is important because too many Canadians have been 
forced to take down their flag when they have been trying to show 
support and pride for this great country and the values in which we 
believe, Canadians like Mr. Vachon, the Cassidys, the Wittemans, 
and so many others like them. Later today I will be telling their 
stories. 


These Canadians and so many more have stood up for our flag, 
our flag which represents freedom, democracy, courage and justice. 


It is also time that we as members of Parliament stood up for our 
flag and all it represents by supporting these Canadians and so many 
more who have been treated unfairly for far too long. 


I would ask all MPs in the House to join me and support Bill 
C-288. 


[Translation] 


OFFICIAL LANGUAGES 


Hon. Mauril Bélanger (Ottawa—Vanier, Lib.): Madam Speak- 
er, 25 years ago today, Ontario's legislative assembly passed the 
French Language Services Act, known in French as Loi 8. It 
guarantees an individual's right to receive services in French from 
Government of Ontario ministries and agencies in 25 designated 
areas throughout the province. 


It would be impossible to mention this important anniversary 
without paying tribute to the work of Bernard Grandmaitre, a good 
friend of mine, who was the Ontario government's minister 
responsible for francophone affairs at the time. 


We should be thankful for the Peterson government's leadership 
and the influence this event had on other parts of the country with 
francophone minorities. In fact, since that time, other provinces such 
as Nova Scotia and Manitoba have passed laws or adopted policies 
similar to Ontario's French Language Services Act. 


3266 


COMMONS DEBATES 


November 18, 2011 


Oral Questions 


Today we are celebrating this turning point in our country's 
francophone history. The French Language Services Act was a very 
important step in the positive evolution of Canada's linguistic 
duality. 


@ (1115) 
[English] 
COPTIC CHRISTIANS 


Mr. Ted Opitz (Etobicoke Centre, CPC): Madam Speaker, it has 
been confirmed that 29 Coptic Christians fell victim to acts of 
violence in Egypt yesterday while attempting to commemorate their 
brethren who fell as a result of violence during a peaceful 
demonstration on October 9. 


Our government finds this violence in Egypt to be completely 
unacceptable. We passed a motion unanimously in the House calling 
for a transparent investigation into the violence and for those 
responsible to be held accountable. 


We hear loud and clear the cries for support from Coptic 
Christians here and in Egypt. 


On behalf of all Canadians, I offer our condolences to the families 
of the victims and to those whom they were commemorating. 


Freedom of religion is a fundamental human right and a vital © 


building block for healthy democracies. People of faith must be able 
to practise and worship in peace and security. 


Once again in the House we will make it clear that discrimination 
and violence against the Coptic community must stop. 


*** 


[Translation] 


PAY EQUITY 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse (Louis-Saint-Laurent, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, yesterday, female Canada Post workers won the 
battle for their fundamental right to pay equity. The government had 
been denying them that right for 28 years, spending millions of 
dollars on court costs to oppose women's rights. With the Liberals' 
help, in budget 2008, the Conservatives took away the hard-earned 
gains that had been made in the area of pay equity. They should be 
ashamed of themselves. 


Despite the Conservatives' attempt to suppress the rights of female 
workers, Canada is moving forward, thanks largely to the 
contribution made by one of the members of this House. Today 
the entire NDP team would like to recognize the efforts of the leader 
of the official opposition and hon. member for Hull—Aylmer. 


Despite constant attacks by the Conservatives, she worked 
tirelessly with PSAC to improve women's equality in Canada. 
Despite desperate attacks by the Conservatives, she will continue to 
fight for women's rights and the rights of all Canadian workers. Now 
that is Canadian leadership. The united NDP team and our party 
leader are building a better Canada together. 


[English] 
FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Mr. Mark Strahl (Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, this week, committee hearings began on the ending the long 
gun registry act. Rather than inviting law-abiding hunters, farmers 
and sports shooters to talk about how the long gun registry affects 
them personally, unsurprisingly, the NDP chose to invite its big 
union buddies, the Canadian Labour Congress, as its first witness. 
That is the same party that robbed residents of two northern Ontario 
ridings of their voice in this place by placing a gag order on MPs 
who dared to vote the wishes of their constituents. 


While Canadians find this sort of behaviour upsetting, it should 
come as no surprise. After all, it is always special interests first and 
constituents last with the NDP. 


Our government will continue to respect Canadian voters who 
gave us a strong mandate to end the wasteful and ineffective long 
gun registry once and for all. Giving the stage to big union bosses 
and silencing ordinary rural and northern Canadians is yet another 
worrying example that the disunited NDP is unfit to govern. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
[Translation] 


JUSTICE 


Ms. Hélène Laverdière (Laurier-Sainte-Marie, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, yesterday, the Conservatives finally decided to compromise 
a little and allow members of Parliament to do their work and 
examine the provisions of Bill C-10. The Minister of Justice even 
demonstrated flexibility by indicating to the Government of Quebec 
that it might be possible to reintroduce the amendments proposed by 
his Quebec counterpart. 


Can the government confirm that it is prepared to amend its bill in 
order to focus on rehabilitation and social reintegration? 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Madam Speaker, Canadians, including 
Quebeckers, want this government to take action to protect the , 
people of Canada from criminals. That is why we introduced 
Bill C-10. 


If the opposition parties have amendments to propose that will 
provide Canadians with stronger protection against criminals, the 
government will consider them. However, we are asking the NDP 
why it has voted against every bill designed to protect Canadians 
from criminals. 


Ms. Héléne Laverdiére (Laurier-Sainte-Marie, NDP): Until 
now, the government's approach has not been very constructive. 
Yesterday, all of a sudden, they saw the light. It seems that there is 
now a small opening. 


Since statistics show that Canada's crime rate is declining, will the 
government commit to taking the necessary time to examine the bill? 
Are the Conservatives prepared to consider amendments in order to 
help communities invest in front-line police services rather than 
forcing the provinces to hire prison guards? 
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Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Madam Speaker, we have already added 
resources to hire more RCMP officers and provincial and municipal 
police officers. We have already invested more in community crime 
prevention programs. 


In fact, 77% of Quebeckers expect Parliament to adopt stricter 
laws and tougher penalties for criminals, and that is what the 
government is doing. 


[English] 
Ms. Hélène Laverdière (Laurier-Sainte-Marie, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, we can all agree that the government's heavy-handed 


approach has not helped to elevate public discourse and certainly has 
not helped to make Parliament work. 


The Conservatives have used closure seven times in 25 sitting 
days and countless times at committees. 


Shutting down debate is no way to operate for a government 
rejected by 60% of Canadian voters. 


Will the Conservatives put an end to the repeated use of closures 
and let MPs do their work? 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Madam Speaker, by the same strange 
math, over 80% of Canadians voted against the NDP. They voted 
against the soft-on-crime, high-tax, job-killing agenda of the NDP. 
They voted for a government that will focus on job creation and safe 
communities. That is what we are delivering through our platform 
commitments. 


We, of course, are committed to debate. These two bills, the 
budget implementation act and the crime omnibus bill, have received 
48 hours of debate in this place and 152 speeches. Many of these 
items have been debated repeatedly in different sessions of this 
Parliament. 


We are committed to debate but we are also committed to acting 
and keeping our platform commitments. 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
yesterday, the government finally agreed to delay ramming Bill C-10 
through committee to allow at least some debate, which is a good 
sign, but now the government must take the next step. 


Will the government agree, not only to stop ramming this 
behemoth of a crime bill through, but to allow a meaningful debate 
and agree to reasonable amendments, like the ones suggested by 
groups such as the Canadian Bar Association, legal experts and the 
provinces? 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Justice, CPC): Madam Speaker, Canadians are 
concerned about crime, which is why they gave our government a 
strong mandate to keep our streets and communities safe. We need to 
keep that focus. 


The opposition wants to punish law-abiding duck hunters and 
farmers but oppose tougher sentences for pedophiles and drug 
dealers. 
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The fact is that Parliament has already seen and debated the 
measures contained in Bill C-10. Over the course of the past four 
years, the justice committee has had 67 days, which was 139 hours 
of discussions, 95 hours of debate, 261 speeches and 363 witness 
appearances. 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Madam Speaker, the 
Conservatives used to complain about Liberal arrogance but the 
behaviour of the Conservative government makes Liberal arrogance 
look like humility. 


The government can do things differently. New Democrats are 
reasonable people. We have constructive amendments to bring 
forward based on what we heard at committee, including those 
proposed by the province of Quebec. 


What was not reasonable was to shut down debate, limit time and 
refuse to work with others. It is not what Canadians want. 


Will the Conservatives agree to listen to Canadians and change 
their ill-advised, prison-based crime agenda? 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Justice, CPC): Madam Speaker, the time for talk is 
over. The time for action is now. By moving quickly to reintroduce 
these measures to make our streets and communities safer, we are 
taking action, as we committed to do. Our focus is to meet the 
promises we made and to stand up for all law-abiding Canadians. 


I was in those same meetings yesterday and the hon. member was 
the one who moved the amendment to agree to time allocation to get 
this done by Wednesday at midnight, and we appreciate his co- 
operation. 


@ (1125) 
[Translation] 


DEMOCRACY 


Mr. Mare Garneau (Westmount—Ville-Marie, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, as we all know, ever since Parliament opened in September, 
this government has not stopped showing its contempt for 
parliamentary democracy, either by constantly trying to limit debate 
on bills or by using secrecy and intimidation tactics in committee. 
Having a majority does not entitle the government to abuse its 
power. 


When is this government going to change? 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Madam Speaker, on the contrary, on two 
important bills—one on the budget and the other on crime—we had 
152 hours of debate and 48 speeches. During previous sessions in 
the past few Parliaments, there have been many debates on a number 
of bills. At the end of the day, the government has a mandate from 
Canadians, who expect the government and Parliament to get 
moving on implementing our economic action plan and our bills to 
protect communities from crime. That is what we are going to do. 
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Mr. Marc Garneau (Westmount—Ville-Marie, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, being in power also means working with the provinces. 
Over the past week we have seen this government's attitude toward 
Quebec. We have seen how the Conservatives are dealing with 
Bill C-10 and jeopardizing Quebec's approach to rehabilitation. We 
saw how this government dealt with Minister Dutil, who was told 
that the firearms registry database will not be available. 


Working in our country, within this confederation, also requires 
working with the provinces. When are they going to do that? 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Madam Speaker, this government has an 
extraordinary record when it comes to federal-provincial relations. 
That is why we have seen an extraordinary decline in support for 
separation in Quebec. Quebec has received a 60% increase in its 
federal transfers. Quebeckers expect Parliament to legislate harsher 
sentences for criminals. In fact, 77% of Quebeckers expect that and 
we are going to deliver. We are going to deliver a fairer justice 
system for Quebeckers and Canadians. 

[English] 

Mr. Marc Garneau (Westmount—Ville-Marie, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, the arrogance of the government knows absolutely no 
bounds. It is limiting debate and pig-headedly refusing to work with 
the provinces. This week, one minister from Quebec said that this 
was not a government that was tough on crime, that this was a 
government that was tough on democracy. 


Yesterday, in committee, a Conservative member told people that 
police representatives were misrepresenting the truth. 


When will the Conservatives stop acting like bullies and act in a 
responsible manner in this democratic country? 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): The real question, Madam Speaker, is 
when will the Liberal Party finally learn the lesson of the last 
election. Canadians want parliamentarians to stand up for victims of 
crime rather than criminals. When will the Liberals understand that 
77% of Quebeckers say that there should be more serious penal 
sentences for criminals? When will the Liberal Party understand that 
it is unacceptable to Canadians that too many repeat and even violent 
criminals end up with house arrest or go through the revolving door 
of bail? 


Canadians believe that serious criminals should do serious time. 
We agree with Canadians and we will act to ensure that happens. 


**e* 
[Translation] 


PENSION PLANS 


Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre (Alfred-Pellan, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, more and more Canadians are wondering if they will be 
able to retire one day. For example, I know of a retired nurse in my 
riding who has a pension of only $520 per month. She cannot even 
afford her diabetes medication or her mortgage and she is racking up 
debt. 


With the Conservatives’ new plan, retired Canadians would be 
risking their savings by putting them in a flawed program, without 
any guarantee of seeing their money again. 


Instead, why not improve government pension plans such as the 
CPP and QPP, which are affordable and safe? 


@ (1130) 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Madam Speaker, as we have already said, our 
government is moving forward with its plans. Do not just take our 
word for it. I will quote Yves-Thomas Dorval, president of the 
Conseil du patronat du Québec, whose comments reiterate our 
commitment to this. 


The Quebec government could follow the federal government's lead and put in 
place the conditions that would allow Quebec businesses to establish similar plans 
and encourage workers to make voluntary contributions to retirement savings plans. 


Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre (Alfred-Pellan, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, by relying solely on the performance of the stock markets 
to provide retirement funds for Canadians, the government is playing 
a dangerous game. Families’ retirement savings are melting away 
like snow in the sun. What is the government's solution? It will let 
big banks speculate with families' money. The Conservatives insist 
on going ahead with a program that just does not work. 


Will this government finally listen to Canadians in order to protect 
their retirement savings? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Madam Speaker, we have worked very hard to 
enhance Canadians' retirement security. For example, we reduced 
taxes for seniors and retirees by more than $2 billion, mainly by 
allowing pension income splitting. But the NDP voted against that. 
We restructured the framework for pensions that are under federal 
jurisdiction in order to better protect retirees. What did the NDP do? 
It voted against that. Together with the provinces, because we respect 
their jurisdictions, we reviewed proposals for making other 
improvements. That is why we are now introducing our pension 
plans— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order. The hon. member for Gatineau. 


[English] 
PAY EQUITY 


Ms. Francoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Madam Speaker, after 
almost three decades of legal battles the Supreme Court of Canada 
made a quick ruling in favour of women workers at Canada Post 
asking for pay equity. Women should not have to wait so long for 
justice. 


The government has turned back the clock even further by 
introducing regressive legislation that excludes women from even 
making complaints. 


Why does the government not believe in the right of equal pay for 
work of equal value? Why is the government so tough on women? 
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Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Madam Speaker, the government is committed 
to equal pay for equal work. The decision in this three decades old 
case actually shows that the previous system was broken. Our 
government fixed the system, so that unions can no longer negotiate 
away equal pay only then to force legal, costly and adversarial court 
battles. 


Women should not have to wait decades to get equal pay for equal 
work. 


Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Madam Speaker, that is 
the problem. The Conservatives do not understand the concept of 
pay equity. We are talking about equal pay for work of equal value. 


[Translation] 


The Conservatives' pay equity bill is nothing more than a 
smokescreen. Women and unions are no longer able to make 
complaints. The result is simple: women must forget about justice. 
Today, women still earn 70¢ for every dollar a man earns. We need 
federal pay equity legislation similar to what we have in Quebec. 
Canadian women deserve equality. 


Why does this government refuse to ensure that women earn the 
wages they deserve? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Madam Speaker, our government believes that 
women deserve equality. Our Conservative government believes in 
the principle of equal pay for equal work. The decision made in this 
nearly 30-year-old case shows that the previous system was broken. 
Our government fixed the system so that unions can no longer 
negotiate away equal pay and then provoke long and costly legal 
battles. 


Women should not have to wait decades to obtain equal pay for 
equal work. 


[English] 
CONSUMER PROTECTION 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Madam Speaker, at the 
last G20 meetings the government signed on to the principles of 
consumer protection for the financial sector. It promised to guarantee 
access to a fair and independent complaints system for Canadians, 
and yet the TD bank recently walked away from the banking 
ombudsman without even a peep of concern from the government. 


Why is the government refusing to stand up to banks and protect 
Canadian consumers from being gouged? 

@ (1135) 

Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Madam Speaker, currently, all banks are required 
to have consumer complaints procedures in place and have a third 
party dispute handling body. 


However, there is variation in procedures used, and this is of 
concern to us and to consumers. To better protect consumers, we are 
forcing banks to belong to government approved independent third 
party bodies. We are establishing uniform regulatory standards for 
internal complaints procedures. We are giving the Financial 
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Consumer Agency of Canada the authority to monitor and enforce 
compliance. We passed legislation for this and are now finalizing 
regulations. 


Unfortunately, the NDP voted against all of that. 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Madam Speaker, we vote 
against the government's inaction on creating jobs and the economy. 


What we need to see from the government is not allowing the big 
banks to police themselves. The Royal Bank and the TD have 
dropped out. Others could soon follow. The Ombudsman for 
Banking Services and Investments has helped protect Canadians for 
more than 15 years, the best way to keep the banks honest. However, 
the government cares more about tax breaks for banks than keeping 
them accountable. 


When are the Conservatives going to close the door on allowing 
banks to leave the OBSI and protect Canadians? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am going to close the door on 
that feigned concern for Canadians and the economy. 


When we look at the real facts here, NDP members really do not 
care about jobs and the economy. Why are they pushing a $10 billion 
tax hike on employers that would kill Canadian jobs? Why are they 
subscribing to a massive CPP payroll tax hike that would kill jobs? 


The NDP has an anti-trade agenda. It is anti-Canada by going to 
the United States and asking that Canadian jobs be eliminated. I 
would ask that the NDP members explain why they are so against 
our country and our people? 


[Translation] 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Madam Speaker, the 
United States is moving towards a green economy, and that is what 
Canadians want to do as well. We went to Washington to tell them 
what Canadians think about the Keystone project and to do this: 
government's Job. 


But this government is still failing to take action on the 
environment. Canadians do not want a dangerous pipeline. When 
will the government stop listening to the oil lobby and start listening 
to Canadians? 


[English] 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, Canadians are extremely fortunate to have the third 
largest proven oil reserves in the world, including the oil sands. We 
intend to develop those. We believe we can do that with the 
environmental protection that is necessary. 
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It is unfortunate the NDP opposes all of those things. I do not 
know why it continues to denigrate our economy, and goes down to 
Washington trying to damage job creation in this country. We are 
going to continue to work for Canadians. 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Madam Speaker, the 
government can shut down debate in the House, but it cannot shut up 
the opposition. 


Rather than continuing its lobbying efforts on behalf of big oil 
companies, the government should do what it promised and actually 
regulate oil sands emissions. The government's PR campaign is not 
fooling the Europeans or the Americans. 


When will the government stop listening only to the oil lobby and 
do the right thing by introducing emission regulations for oil and 
gas? 

Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, the more I hear from the NDP about the economy, 
the more I understand why my province fell behind with NDP 
governments. They are disconnected from the real concerns and 
needs of Canadians. 


We continue to work to build an economy. Why is the NDP 
working so hard to destroy Canadian opportunities? 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Madam Speaker, it falls to 
MPs on this side of the House to speak up for Canadians who care 
about the environment because that side is too busy meeting with oil 
lobbyists. 


While we are working toward a green economy for the future, it 
has its own meetings. We found out today that TransCanada 
lobbyists met with government officials a whopping 56 times since 
May. It is such a cozy relationship that it is not hard to believe that 
the government is big oil's number one cheerleader. 


Why is the government so willing to listen to big oil but not 
Canadians? Just who does it work for? 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, why do the NDP members not support this country 
in the development of the economy across the country? Them talking 
about jobs and about pipelines, and oil sands is ridiculous. 


Their former critic calls for a moratorium and actually some of 
their leadership candidates want to shut down development of the oil 
sands as well. Why do they not be honest? They are standing up and 
talking about destroying hundreds of thousands of jobs for 
Canadians. 


We believe we can move ahead with the proper environmental 
protections and the proper economic development. We are going to 
continue to do that for Canadians. We are going to continue to 
provide them with jobs and more opportunities. 


hein ed 
@ (1140) 


GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
under the government's watch federal spending has shot up 37%. 
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That is 60 billion more dollars a year spent. The Conservatives go 
around preaching small government, but meanwhile they have 
squandered the surplus and wasted so much money on gazebos, jails, 
and pet projects that they are now slashing departmental funding just 
to make ends meet. They spent Canada into a deficit even before the 
recession. 


I am from a small business background where every penny counts, 
so I would like to ask, does the government need our help 
understanding the real priorities of Canadians? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Madam Speaker, it is true that we did increase 
transfers to the provinces for health care by some 33% after they had 
been slashed by the opposition when they had their hand at the helm. 


We did restore funding for the military, this is true, and we did 
take action during the economic downturn with stimulus funding. As 
a result, we have been able to create over 600,000 net new jobs since 
that downturn. We have been delivering for Canadians. 


It is also time now to ensure that we move toward that fiscal 
balance that is necessary. We are doing that by winding down 
stimulus spending and by implementing our deficit reduction action 
plan. 


From the opposition, we only hear calls for higher taxes that will 
kill jobs and opposition to projects that will create jobs. We are 
delivering for Canadians with more jobs. 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
lots of smug talk about fiscal balance, but we have just learned that 
the Prime Minister has overruled his own Minister of National 
Defence and is forcing National Defence to repaint a VIP 
government aircraft because he does not like its colour. 


The current fleet of aircraft are painted military grey because they 
are used in critical military operations. The Prime Minister's vanity 
paint job will make the plane unsafe for those very military 
operations. Why is the Prime Minister putting his own vanity above 
the needs of the military? 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Madam Speaker, apart from being a 
complete non sequitur with the member's first question, the 
accusation made is completely unfounded. These changes would 
only happen in accordance with the regular maintenance cycle of 
National Defence and if they are cost neutral. These aircraft are 
repainted every six years and there is no current plan to change the 
paint scheme for any airbus aircraft. 
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Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Madam Speaker, we have 
known for some time that Canada would win the WTO challenge 
against the United States protectionist country of origin labelling. We 
know that this action has cost Canadian livestock’ producers in 
excess of $5 billion and has forced some Canadian farmers out of 
business. Yet, with that leverage in hand, where are the ministers? 


Doing a photo op. Ministers should be in the United States capital - 


demanding compensation for Canadian losses and Canadian 
producers. 


I ask the minister, has the government even entered negotiations 
with the United States to secure this victory for farmers? 


Mr. Gerald Keddy (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
International Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities 
Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC): Madam Speaker, the 
hon. member is absolutely right, today the WTO panel released its 
final report which determined the country of origin labelling 
measures discriminated against foreign livestock and was incon- 
sistent with U.S. WTO trade rules. 


I can also tell the hon. member that we will continue to work on 
behalf of Canadian producers to supply more Canadian jobs and 
more opportunity, whether that means going to the WTO or going 
directly to our trading partners. 


we * 
[Translation] 


BORDER CROSSINGS 


Mr. Pierre Jacob (Brome—Missisquoi, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
since April 1, three border crossings in my riding—Morses Line, 
East Pinnacle and Glen Sutton—have had their hours of operation 
reduced, while other crossings have been completely shut down. In 
addition to restricting the flow of goods and services as well as 
people, this also puts jobs at risk. 


Does the government realize that it is seriously jeopardizing the 
socio-economic balance of that border region? Will it reverse its 
decision? 


@ (1145) 
[English] 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, the government always carefully considers any decision it 
makes that may have an impact on the livelihood and trade that our 
nation engages in. What I am very concerned about.is not only the 
jobs at our border but the hundreds of thousands of jobs that 
member's party is destroying by the destructive lobbying in the 
United States against Canadian interests. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Pierre Jacob (Brome—Missisquoi, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
under the pretext of cutting costs, the government is penalizing our 
region. While the economy remains fragile, the government's 
measures are harmful to farmers, tourists, emergency services that 
have cross-border reciprocal agreements, and all of the families that 
feel torn apart by these service reductions. 


Oral Questions 


Will the government commit to reopening the border crossings 
that have been closed and returning the others to their former hours 
of operation? 


[English] 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, let us talk about the hundreds of thousands of jobs that 
member's party, the NDP, wants to shut down. It wants to shut down 
the seal industry, a vital and important economic activity in many 
communities. It wants to shut down the forestry sector in B.C. and 
the aerospace sector in Quebec. It wants to shut down automobile 
manufacturing in central Canada. It wants to shut down the truck 
drivers who cross the border every day. It wants to shut down the 
GM food sector on farms across the country. Why will the member 
not work with us to create jobs, rather than shutting down our 
economy? 


[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, once again, they are avoiding the question without 
answering it. 


According to Canada Border Services Agency, “As part of its 
strategic review, the CBSA will be making some changes to its 
border operations...to ensure maximum efficiency and cost effec- 
tiveness.” Meanwhile, the Americans are investing in their border 
infrastructure. Closing these border crossings makes no sense in 
terms of economic development and tourism in Canada. 


Do the Conservatives realize that they are not walking the talk 
when it comes to public safety and the economy? 


[English] 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, what we know is that the New Democrats are focused on 
shutting down the Canadian economy. They will not have to worry 
about border crossings; there will be no jobs here. People will not 
come here for tourism or for economic reasons. The New Democrats 
want to shut down not only the province of Quebec, they want to 
shut down industry right across Canada. We will continue in our 
efforts to maintain our trade relationship with the Americans and the 
border crossings that are appropriate, to keep that border open. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, I will continue asking the same questions. 


The Conservatives have let the Americans impose a $5.50 entry 
fee on Canadians; the Conservatives are going to be losers in the 
secret agreement on border security; and they are closing border 
crossings. What is wrong with this picture? 


With the reductions in border services and staff, there has been an 
increase in criminal activities along the border between Dundee and 
Franklin. Even RCMP officers have said that closing the Franklin 
border crossing puts public safety at risk. 


Why are the Conservatives suddenly being soft on crime? 


32/2 


COMMONS DEBATES 


November 18, 2011 


Oral Questions 


[English] 

Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, we have hired hundreds of new CBSA officers. We have 
increased the number of RCMP officers. I know that when we came 
into office the Liberals had slashed the training of officers fo 300 a 
year. In 2006, we trained 1,800 RCMP officers. We are concerned 
about security. We are also concerned about trade. I would ask that 
member to work with me to ensure that her party, the NDP, works to 
create jobs and opportunity and works for a safe country. 


*** 


CANADA-U.S. RELATIONS 


Mr. Brad Butt (Mississauga—Streetsville, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, Canada's agricultural products and agrifood industry are 
in high demand. However, the U.S. country of origin labelling 
process created uncertainty for livestock producers who depend on 
the smooth flow of livestock across our shared border. COOL was a 
step in the wrong direction and that is why we took action. The WTO 
COOL report was released today. 


Could the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of International 
Trade explain why this is good news for Canada's livestock 
producers and workers? 

@ (1150) 

Mr. Gerald Keddy (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
International Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities 
Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC): Madam Speaker, I 
would like to thank the hon. member for Mississauga—Streetsville 
for his hard work on this file and for his dedication in standing up for 
Canadian farmers and livestock producers. 


In 2008, our government took action to defend Canada's high- 
quality livestock industry against the COOL measure. Today, the 
WTO panel released its final report, which determined that the 
country of origin labelling measure discriminates against foreign 
livestock and is inconsistent with the U.S.-WTO trade obligations. 


Thanks to our government's action, our livestock industry can get 
back on track, creating more jobs and more prosperity. 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I would like a bit of order 
please. 


The hon. member for St. John's South—Mount Pearl. 


**K* 


SERVICE CANADA 


Mr. Ryan Cleary (St. John's South—Mount Pearl, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, Service Canada budget cuts mean fewer people are 
processing employment insurance claims and handling calls. 
Claimants are often forced to wait well beyond the normal 
processing time of about 28 days. With no income for six weeks 
to two months, workers and families are having a hard time putting 
food on the table and paying bills. 


My question comes directly from a Service Canada employee in 
St. John's, Newfoundland. When is the government going to stop 
talking about automation and actually fix the problems at Service 
Canada? 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Madam Speaker, it is really unfortunate that union 
leaders, who have clearly convinced the opposition party, are 
selfishly attempting to ensure that the old, ineffective, labour- 
intensive method of processing EI claims is what we should be 
focused on. 


Our government's top priority is getting Canadians back to work 
and promoting economic growth. We are committed to providing 
timely service. As we have said before, no Service Canada offices 
will be closing nor will there be any cuts to front-line services 
offered by Service Canada. 


Mr. Ryan Cleary (St. John's South—Mount Pearl, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, those guys just do not get the desperation of the 
situation. 


I wonder if the Prime Minister or the Minister of Finance would 
be prepared to visit an EI call centre to take a few telephone calls 
themselves. They could hear first-hand the damage their government 
is doing. 


Across the country, fewer and fewer Canadians are eligible for EI. 
Almost 60% of unemployed workers in Canada do not qualify. 
Delays are way beyond anything acceptable. 


When will the government stop steamrolling ahead with more cuts 
to Service Canada? 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Madam Speaker, as I mentioned before, no Service 
Canada offices will be closing. As a result of this initiative, there will 
be no impact on in-person services offered by Service Canada. 


Automation is important. Making sure we move forward to make 
sure more Canadians are served in a timely manner is important. We 
are going to move forward with this process. 


XX * 


POVERTY 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, Sunday is Universal Children's Day and the government 
is celebrating with a dismal record on children and families. 


One in ten children-live in poverty while the government offers 
boutique tax credits to wealthy Canadians. Two out of every five 
food bank users are children. Food inflation continues to rise and the 
government offers big tax breaks to corporations. 


November 18, 2011 


Why does the government refuse to adopt a long-term, 
comprehensive strategy to eliminate poverty that would actually 
make it better for children and their families? 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Madam Speaker, every action this government takes 
is to help Canadians and their families become independent and able 
to contribute to the economy and to their communities. 


We have had a decline since the peak under the Liberals of 18.4% 
to 9.5% under this government for children living in low-income 
families. The poverty rate for children living with single mothers has 
fallen to an all-time low of 21.5% from the peak of 56% under the 
Liberals. This government is moving forward on reducing poverty 
for children. 


Why does the NDP not support our initiatives that are working? 
@ (1155) 
[Translation] 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day (Charlesbourg —Haute-Saint-Charles, 
NDP): Madam Speaker, these same old lines the government keeps 
using Will not help children. The Conservatives can pat themselves 
on the back, but the reality is that the number of children living in 
poverty has not changed. 


Twenty years ago, the House unanimously passed a motion 
presented by then-NDP leader, Ed Broadbent, to put an end to child 
poverty in Canada. At least the government at that time was 
concerned about children. 


Why is the current government indifferent towards children, 
especially children living in poverty? 
[English] 

Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Madam Speaker, the average Canadian family now 
spends $3,000 less per year in taxes. Those are funds that Canadians 
can use to invest in their family and their own children, thanks to this 
Conservative government. 


Whether it is enhancing the national child benefit, or enhancing 
the child tax benefit, this government is working for Canadian 
families and their children. Why does the NDP not support these 
initiatives? 


X* x *% 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.): Madam Speaker, the 
story of first nations education in Canada is a tragedy of lost 
generations. Still only 35% of first nations children are graduating 
from high schools. Preliminary reports from the national panel on 
first nations education made clear the shameful reality that often first 
nations students do not go to school because there is no running 
water in the school and the building itself is unsafe. 


Will the government confirm today that yesterday's commitment 
to safe drinking water in first nations homes will also address the 
urgent priority of first nations schools? 
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Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Madam Speaker, we are finding 
innovative solutions to improve the quality of education for first 
nations. We have a joint action plan with the national chief. The K to 
12 panel is doing some very good work. We have also invested in a 
major way in school renovation and school construction across the 
country. We built or repaired 100 schools and work is under way on 
over 100 more. The economic action plan was a big part of this. 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Hon. Dominic LeBlanc (Beauséjour, Lib.): Madam Speaker, the 
Conservatives are crossing flight paths in the confusion to defend 
their reckless procurement of the F-35s. The Associate Minister of 
National Defence contradicted himself when he said the Conserva- 
tives are not looking at other options, but there is a plan B. The 
Minister of National Defence finally saw the light and began to share 
the concern we have that the F-35 project will be in big trouble when 
the Americans pull out. 


Who is running the show? Is it the Minister of National Defence, 
the junior minister of defence, the Prime Minister? Maybe it is the 
parliamentary secretary. Who is going to take the blame? 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Madam Speaker, as we have said many 
times in the House, our plan to equip Canada's men and women, to 
protect Canadian sovereignty in the Arctic and elsewhere remains 
absolutely on track. The F-35 is the right aircraft for that mission in 
coming decades and we are glad that our allies are reminding their 
parliaments of the importance of this important technology that is 
creating jobs for Canadian companies across this country. 


As the Defense Secretary of the United States said today in 
Halifax: 


The F-35 is going to be an essential fighter that will help NORAD and will be the 
future in helping us with the security challenges that we face. 


CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION 


Mr. Pierre-Luc Dusseault (Sherbrooke, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
when will the government finally follow the advice of the Law Clerk 
and Parliamentary Counsel and stop playing judge and jury for the 
Federal Court of Appeal? Will the government finally listen to the 
Canadian Bar Association, Parliament's lawyer, and the opposition 
and wait for the courts to do their work? 


When will Conservatives allow the courts to function indepen- 
dently and recognize that their political agenda comes second to their 
constitutional duties? 
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Mr. Dean Del Mastro (Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime 
Minister and to the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, 
CPC): Madam Speaker, I would respond to the question with a 
question. When will the NDP understand that this is about 
fundamental accountability and transparency for each and every 
Canadian? Hard-working Canadians contribute their tax dollars to 
this government. Many of those dollars go toward the support of the 
public broadcaster. All we are seeking from the public broadcaster is 
transparency and accountability because families in my riding and 
the member's riding deserve nothing less than transparency from the 
public broadcaster. 


: @ (1200) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Pierre-Luc Dusseault (Sherbrooke, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
we, too, are in favour of as much transparency as possible at the 
CBC, but being accountable does not mean ignoring political and 
legal processes. The actions of the member for Peterborough were 
illegitimate and illegal. 


This precedent is contrary to our institutions and to the separation 
of powers. The government is setting itself above the constitutional 
role of the House. The Canadian Constitution also applies to the 
Conservative caucus. Will it respect the separation of legislative and 
judicial powers? 

[English] 

Mr. Dean Del Mastro (Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime 
Minister and to the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, 
CPC): Madam Speaker, I was here in the previous parliament when 
the previous Speaker ruled that Parliament was indeed supreme. It is 
a ruling that has in fact been reviewed in parliaments around the 
world that have similar systems to us. 


I would simply say for the member that the average family of four 
in my riding and in his riding contributes the equivalent of a week's 
worth of groceries to the CBC. Do those members not believe that 
those hard-working families deserve transparency and accountability 
from the CBC? They deserve to see how their money is being spent. 
They deserve nothing less from their public broadcaster. 


XX * 


DEMOCRATIC REFORM 


Mr. Robert Sopuck (Dauphin—Swan River—Marquette, 
CPC): Madam Speaker, the Liberals said only a few weeks ago 
that our government's fair representation act seemed like a fair bill. 
The bill moves every province closer to representation by 
population. It provides fair representation for faster-growing 
provinces, while at the same time protecting the representation of 
smaller provinces like mine. 


As a member from a smaller province in our federation, I have 
serious concerns with the Liberal scheme to designate my province a 
loser of House of Commons representation. 


Could the government House leader update this place on the 
government's fair— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The hon. government House 
leader. 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Madam Speaker, when we introduced our fair 
representation bill, the Liberals actually said that it was fair, but that 
did not stop them from coming up with the worse idea, and they 
announced that today. Their worse idea would actually leave 
Ontario, Alberta and British Columbia severely under-represented, 
yet at the same time it would take away seats from Newfoundland, 
Nova Scotia, Quebec, Manitoba and Saskatchewan. 


Under our bill, every province would move closer to fair 
representation, to representation by population. Under the Liberal 
plan, almost every province comes out a loser. 


XX % 


INFRASTRUCTURE 


Hon. Mark Eyking (Sydney—Victoria, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
recently I visited a grade 9 class of Cabot High in northern Cape 
Breton. Its number one ask of the federal government is to pay its 
share to finish its rink. Members of the community have put up 
mortgages, the junior hockey league has held a fundraiser and a 
community over 500 kilometres away has donated equipment. Two 
other levels of government have stepped up to the plate. 


Muskoka got its rink. Does northern Cape Breton have to host a 
G8 summit to get the rink finished? 


Mr. Gerald Keddy (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
International Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities 
Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC): Madam Speaker, a 
few things need to be corrected. Since 2006, over $160 million in 
funding has been dedicated toward 1,350 projects within Cape 
Breton and the Mulgrave area of Nova Scotia. This is the first thing 
that needs to go on the record. 


Our economic action plan alone has represented $9.6 million 
invested in 54 projects throughout Cape Breton. The federal 
government has been standing up for Cape Breton.” 


**K* 
[Translation] 


VETERANS 


Mr. Réjean Genest (Shefford, NDP): Madam Speaker, the 
government is abandoning the veterans who have served Canada. By 
negotiating to transfer to the Quebec government the last federal 
hospital that treats veterans exclusively, Veterans Affairs will lose 
1,300 jobs. 


How will veterans receive the services they are entitled to? How 
can the minister tell our veterans, who so proudly wore the uniform, 
that their government is abandoning them? 


@ (1205) 
[English] 


Ms. Eve Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Veterans Affairs, CPC): Madam Speaker, our government is taking 
action for veterans and our men and women in uniform. Our 
government has increased benefits to veterans. 
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The Government of Canada and the Government of Quebec have 
entered into preliminary discussions for the possible transfer of Ste. 
Anne's Hospital. Under no circumstances will the level of care that 
we provide to our veterans ever be compromised. We believe, unlike 
the NDP, that the province of Quebec can run a hospital. 


XX % 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Mr. Scott Armstrong (Cumberland—Colchester—Musquodo- 
boit Valley, CPC): Madam Speaker, we know that when first 
nations communities take control of their own future it benefits not 
only those communities but all of Canada. 


Could the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Develop- 
ment please explain to the House how we are working with willing 
partners to support the Labrador Innu and building Atlantic Canada 
and also the broader Canadian economy? 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Madam Speaker, today Canada, 
Newfoundland and Labrador and the Innu of Labrador are signing 
historic agreements to positively impact the future of the Innu nation 
and the Lower Churchill hydro development project. The new dawn 
agreements include the Innu land claim and self-government 
‘agreement in principle and the Lower Churchill Innu impact and 
benefits agreement. 


I congratulate all of the leaders who have made this happen, 
including the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, and the former 
Labrador Innu leader who represents Canada today. 


*K*K* 


RAIL TRANSPORTATION 


Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, let us talk about who is actually shutting down 
economic activity in my riding. 


Let us talk about the rail service on Vancouver Island, which was 
guaranteed to British Columbia as part of Confederation. That rail 
service was shut down in April due to a lack of funding to repair the 
railbed. Now the bud cars that provided that service have actually 
been removed from Vancouver Island. That is not a good sign. 


The owner of the track, the Island Corridor Foundation, is ready to 
go. The province, on June 28, provided a commitment to its share of 
the funding and is ready to go. All we are missing is action by the 
Conservative government. 


Will the Conservative government now commit to providing its 
share, the $7.5 million that is needed to get this line running again 
or— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The hon. Minister of 
Transport, Infrastructure and Communities. 
[Translation] 

Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Madam 


Speaker, as with all other important files, the owners of these 
businesses and organizations have a responsibility. And the owners 
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usually assume that responsibility. Of course, we are aware of this 
file and we will continue to undertake the necessary analyses. 


**K* 


JUSTICE 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Madam 
Speaker, in his response to the Quebec justice minister on Bill C-10, 
the Minister of Justice expressed all his contempt for Quebec's 
40 years of rehabilitation expertise, particularly its expertise in the 
rehabilitation of young offenders. The minister wrote that it is 
important to work with its provincial partners but this appears to be a 
one-way partnership—my way or no way. 


Will the Minister of Justice put aside his ideological obsession and 
respect the will of Quebec by incorporating Quebec's required 
amendments into the bill, namely those pertaining to the long-term 
protection of the public and the rehabilitation and social reintegration 
of young offenders? 


[English] 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Justice, CPC): Madam Speaker, we are always happy 
to work with our provincial counterparts. The principles of 
rehabilitation and reintegration, which have been so successful in 
Quebec, will continue to serve as the basis for Canada's youth justice 
system. 


We have responded to Quebec's concerns with a series of past 
amendments, as well as a new amendment that is tabled at the justice 
committee now. 


We are taking a balanced approach. We are listening. It is time for 
the opposition to end its grandstanding, support victims and support 
our measures on Bill C-10. 


XX *% 


POINTS OF ORDER 
ORAL QUESTIONS 


Hon. Mauril Bélanger (Ottawa—Vanier, Lib.): Madam Speak- 
er, this might be an interesting one. Ministers or parliamentary 
secretaries who quote from a text have to table the text in the House. 
The Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of International Trade 
was quoting the text from his iPad. 


Would he table the iPad in the House so we can get a look at it. 
© (1210) 


Mr. Gerald Keddy (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
International Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities 
Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC): Madam Speaker, it 
would be a bit incongruous to table the iPad, but I would certainly be 
happy to supply the page of text from which I was reading. 


The Deputy Speaker: Before we begin routine proceedings, there 
was a point of order raised earlier this morning, and I would like to 
correct a statement I made about members in the House referring to 
the presence or absence of members at committee. 
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Having verified this practice, there is indeed a different standard 
used when referring to members attendance in committee, since in 
committee, as we know, attendance is recorded. There is a public 
record for those proceedings, whereas in the House there is not. 


I apologize for any inconvenience or confusion that my comments 
may have caused. 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 
[English] 


GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, pursuant to Standing Order 36(8)(b) I have the honour to 
table, in both official languages, the government's response to six 
petitions. 


XX * 


PETITIONS 
REPUBLIC OF THE FIJI ISLANDS 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
I am very pleased to rise to present a petition signed by hundreds of 
people all across British Columbia, calling for the establishment of a 
high commission in the Republic of the Fiji Islands. 


Many people from the Fijian community in Canada, which I 
would point out number over 100,000 strong, have pointed out that 
the lack of consular services in Fiji presents a lot of difficulties for 
them. 


The petitioners note that Fiji is a member of the Commonwealth 
of Nations. They state that that the lack of consular services in that 
country means the situation causes. inordinate delay and efficient 
service for tourist, visa, business and immigration issues, both for 
Canadian and Fijian citizens. They also note that the United States, 
Australia, New Zealand, China and India all have embassies or high 
commissions in Fiji. 

I want to point out the hard work of one of my constituents, Mr. 
Vince Sharma, who has collected thousands and thousands of 
signatures, calling on the government to establish this very important 
services for Fijians and for Canadians of Fijian descent who travel to 
Fiji on business and personal business very frequently. This would 
be of great assistance to them. 


ASSISTED SUICIDE 


Mr. Rick Norlock (Northumberland—Quinte West, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, my constituents, primarily in the Quinte West area, 
make note that the Canadian Medical Association opposes assisted 
suicide and euthanasia and calls for suicide provincial programs to 
strengthen where necessary and urges its members to educate 
themselves and uphold the principles of palliative care. 


The petitioners also wish that Parliament would retain section 241 
of the Criminal Code, without changes, in order that Parliament not 
sanction or allow the counselling, aiding or abetting of suicide, 
whether by personal action or the Internet. 


SERVICE CANADA 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Madam Speaker, once again, this is on behalf of many 
residents in the area of my riding known as Bonavista North, who 
had a unique relationship with Service Canada over the past five 
years at least. 


The relationship was such that a community partnership 
developed between the Service Canada office in Gander. If one 
travelled about two hours away to Bonavista North, the local 
community had an office ‘set up for people who wanted to get help 
with their Canada pension plan, their employment insurance and any 
other government service. 


The problem is the government has now ended that partnership. 
Twice per month someone from Service Canada goes to that area. If 
people do not have computers or they are seniors who are not phone 
savvy, this becomes very problematic because many individuals 
appreciate the face-to-face contact they had at that office. 


This petition is from many people in the Bonavista North area 
who want to restore that partnership. 


os ey 
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QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, Question No. 173 will be answered today. 


[Text] 
Question No. 173—Mr. Jean-Francois Fortin: 


With regard to the mitigation measures announced by the-Prime Minister on June 
6 for disaster victims in riparian areas in the Gaspé and Montérégie: (a) what is the 
exact description of these measures; (b) which government department or agency will 
be responsible for these measures; (c) who will these measures be directed at; (d) 
what criteria will be used in implementing these measures; (e) what amount does the 
government expect to spend on these measures; (/) on what date will these measures 
be accessible; (g) has the government discussed these measures with the Government 
of Quebec; and (h) how does the government intend to coordinate its efforts with 
those of the Government of Quebec? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the Government of Canada recognizes the value and 
contribution of proactive mitigation measures taken before an 
emergency or disaster occurs to eliminate or reduce the impacts and 
risks of hazards in order to protect lives, property, the environment, 
and reduce economic disruption. Not only does mitigation serve to 
reduce the impact of disasters on the lives of Canadians, but it is also 
a cost-effective approach for reducing the economic burden of 
disaster response and recovery costs on all levels of government, 
businesses, communities, families and individuals. 


On June 6, 2011, while visiting the Quebec region of Montérégie 
to see first-hand the impact of the 2011 spring floods, the Prime 
Minister announced that the Government of Canada will share on a 
50-50 basis the costs of any permanent flood mitigation measures 
taken specifically for this year’s flooding that are not otherwise 
eligible under the federal disaster financial assistance arrangements. 
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Public Safety, the lead federal department for meeting this 
commitment, has been working with other government departments 
and the Province of Quebec to establish a one-time mitigation 
contribution program to cost share eligible permanent flood 
mitigation measures. Input is being sought from the Province of 
Quebec on the types of measures put in place and their costs to 
inform the development of the program terms and conditions, 
including the specific eligibility criteria for cost sharing. 


The principles enshrined in “An Emergency Management Frame- 
work for Canada”, the national framework, second edition, approved 
by federal-provincial-territorial, FPT, ministers responsible for 
emergency management in January 2011, and in the national 
disaster mitigation strategy, endorsed by FPT ministers in January 
2008, are being used to inform the development of this one-time 
mitigation contribution program. 


As outlined in these key FPT documents, mitigation is an 
important part of a robust emergency management framework. 
Disaster prevention and mitigation measures are those that eliminate 
or reduce the impacts and risks of hazards through proactive 
measures taken before an emergency or disaster occurs. Measures 
may be structural, for example, flood dikes, or non-structural, for 
example, land use zoning and building codes. 


Public Safety is seeking detailed estimates from the Province of 
Quebec on the costs of the permanent mitigation measures put in 
place for this year’s flooding in order to recommend a funding 
amount to establish a one-time mitigation contribution program, 
which would allow reimbursement of eligible incurred costs. 


Once the program is established, the Government of Canada will 
share on a 50-50 basis the costs of eligible permanent flood 
mitigation measures put in place by the Province of Quebec. The 
exact amount that the Government of Canada will reimburse will 
depend on the costs of the eligible provincial measures put in place. 
Until a formal claim has been submitted by the Province under the 
program, it is not possible to estimate how much the Government of 
Canada will spend. 


Public Safety is working closely with the Ministère de la Sécurité 
publique of Quebec as the program is being developed and will 
continue to do so as we move forward. The goal is to have the 
program established in early 2012. Once in place, Public Safety will 
share the detailed eligibility criteria with the province and work with 
it to facilitate the processing of its cost-sharing claim so that funds 
can flow in as timely a manner as possible. 


*** 
[English] 


QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR RETURNS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, if Question No. 165 could be made an order for return, this 
return would be tabled immediately. 


The Deputy Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
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[Text] 
Question No. 165—Hon. John McKay: 


With respect to the opening of the Department of National Defence (DND) offices 
at 3500 Carling Avenue, Ottawa, Ontario, also known as the Nortel Campus: (a) 
what was the total cost to open the facility for use by DND, broken down by (i) the 
initial cost to purchase the land and facilities, (ii) the cost to renovate the facilities to 
make it operational for DND purposes; (b) how many staff are currently operating 
from the Nortel Campus and is this the full complement that the facility will 
accommodate, or, if not, how many more is it expected to accommodate; (c) what are 
the functions that these personnel are engaged in, i.e, human resources, accounting, 
military command, etc.; (d) what is the time frame to transfer all of the services from 
the National Defence Headquarters (NDHQ) to the new location; (e) what, if any, 
services or functions will remain at the current NDHQ location; (f) will DND 
services at facilities other than NDHQ be moved to the Nortel Campus, and, if so, 
what services and from which locations, specifying the complete addresses of the 
buildings and the services, will be moved; and (g) what will be the total annual 
operational cost to operate the Nortel facility? 


(Return tabled) 
[English] 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Madam Speaker, I ask that the remaining 
questions be allowed to stand. 


The Deputy Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 


MARKETING FREEDOM FOR GRAIN FARMERS ACT 


The House resumed consideration of Bill C-18, An Act to 
reorganize the Canadian Wheat Board and to make consequential 
and related amendments to certain Acts, as reported (with 
amendment) from the committee, and of the motions in Group No. 1. 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to speak to these amendments. 


Thus far, in this discussion at report stage, the government has, in 
its way, tried to smear the board in the eyes of the public. I would 
think Canadians would expect that the minister and his parliamen- 
tary secretary, who both took an oath of office to uphold their 
responsibilities, would think ill of that. 


One could Imagine what would happen if we had the Minister of 
Health trying to destroy the health system in this country, or if we 
had the Minister of State for Science and Technology trying to do 
away with science and technology. 


What we have, in this case, are two ministers who are doing the 
direct opposite and doing everything within their power to smear the 
Canadian Wheat Board. It is for that reason that I want to put a 
couple of things on the record so that the public understands just 
what we are talking about here. 
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What is the Canadian Wheat Board? The Canadian Wheat Board 
has been working for wheat and barley farmers for over 75 years. It 
ensures that all wheat and barley farmers get the best possible price 
for their crops. The Canadian Wheat Board is paid for and run by the 
farmers it benefits. The Canadian Wheat Board sells grain àll around 
the world. It arranges for its transportation from thousands of farms 
to customers in some 70 countries. The critical component for the 
Canadian Wheat Board to be able to do its job is single desk selling. 
That is the essence of the board. 


How does the Board help farmers? The Canadian Wheat Board's 
annual revenues are $5 billion to $8 billion, all of which are returned 
to farmers, less operating costs, as profit. The cost of that operation 
is 7¢ per bushel. It is unbelievably efficient. Those returns going 
back to farmers are not taken off as shares for some private grain 
company. The benefits actually go back to the primary producers. 


Studies by leading agriculture economists, using the Canadian 
- Wheat Board data, concluded that the Wheat Board earned prairie 
farmers hundreds of millions of dollars a year more than they would 
have achieved on the open market. In fact, it was around $500 
million. 


The Canadian Wheat Board manages a supply chain that extends 
from the farm gate to the end-use customer. It has an envied 
international reputation for consistent quality and supply, superior 
service and technical support. However, without the authority of 
single desk, it will be almost impossible for the Wheat Board to do 
its job. 


The parliamentary secretary went on at length talking about the 
fact that farmers would still have a board. However, they would have 
a board without teeth and without the authority to do its job. He said 
that the farmers would have a choice, that they could go to the board 
or to the open market. However, when I asked him about whether the 
farmers would have the choice between single desk and the open 
market, the parliamentary secretary failed to answer. He claimed that 
they would have their board. However, this new board would not be 
like the old board. It would be a board in name only. It would not 
have single desk selling. 


In fact, this would be a government takeover with, as somebody 
said earlier, five stooges appointed by the minister. It would really be 
the minister's wheat board. The government is expropriating the 
Wheat Board, which is run, controlled and was built by farmers in 
Canada, taking it over and running it as its own agency. I will go 
through a little bit of that because that becomes clear with Bill C-18. 


Bill C-18 begins by eliminating the 10 elected board members and 
replacing them with 5 ministerial appointed directors. Just who will 
those hand-picked directors be? According to the Minister of 
Agriculture and Agri-Food's own officials, they will answer to the 
minister, not to the farmers. 


@ (1220) 


I will quote what the assistant deputy minister said to the 
committee. He said, “It”, meaning the legislation, “enables the 
minister to provide direction to the board in the manner in which it 
operates”. It could not be more clear. There is nothing vague there. 
The Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food, sitting in Ottawa, will 
now tell the board of directors what to do, how to do it and when. 
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We need to keep in mind that that is the minister who has never 
visited the Wheat Board, other than for 15 minutes, and has never 
walked into its war room to see how it operates. He has never walked 
into its transportation room to see how it collects all that grain, 900 
miles from tidewater position, thousands of farmers spread over the 
Prairies, all different types and qualities of wheat and barley, and get 
that into a transportation system, delivered to a country elevator on a 
shortline maybe, down the main line and unloaded into the hole of a 
ship on time so there is no demurrage paid. 


The minister has never visited the Wheat Board to understand that. 
All he is going on is an ideology. He has attacked the board. He has 
not allowed farmers, under this legislation, to even have a voice at 
hearings where they could have say. 


There is not a single word in this legislation about farmer 
direction, farmer control or farmers having the right to choose the 
board of directors they want to run and manage this so-called 
voluntary Canadian wheat board. In fact, as I said, it is the minister's 
board. 


What is interesting, as well, is that, while the minister picks his 
own directors, the minister has made sure there is nothing in the 
legislation concerning conflict of interest. What is to prevent those 
Conservative appointees from using their time as the minister's hand- 
picked directors to feather their own nests? Absolutely nothing. That 
comes from the legal counsel to the agriculture committee when he 
testified at the committee. 


The elimination of an elected board of directors and replacing it 
with hand-picked appointees is based on what kind of model? I 
asked that question to Agriculture Canada officials. I asked, “Is there 
any marketing institution or marketing agency in this country based 
on this model?”. The answer from officials was, “We will get back to 
you.” The answer, quite simply, is that there is not a model like this. 


Given that the effect of the government's illegitimate action to 
destroy a $5.8 billion institution, one would assume that there is 
evidence the government can produce to justify itself. The 
government has stated that the destruction of the Wheat Board will 
ensure predictability for western grain farmers. Really? What a 
fallacy. 


I will look at just one issue, access for farmers in moving their 
grain. On page 6 of the working group report, it states: 
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there are questions about whether all of the current market participants, 
particularly the smaller players...will have effective, competitive access to the 
entire grain logistics chain from farm to vessel. Similar issues were raised with... 
respect to short lines and access to producer cars.... 


Given that fact, the minister announced on November 8 that he 
would be setting up a logistics working group to examine these 
issues. Just where is the predictability? Clearly, right now there is not 
any. 


The Government of Canada is putting at risk the farmers who 
deliver that grain to the tune of $5 billion to $8 billion a year. I can 
tell members who gains. Who is the Minister of Agriculture and 
Agri-Food working for? I think he is working for U.S. farmers. The 
U.S. has challenged the system 14 times stating that it was an unfair 
trader and we won every time. In fact, Senator Kent Conrad had a 
report prepared for him that stated that if the Canadian Wheat Board 
single desk authority were eliminated, the United States may become 
more competitive in offshore markets as the advantages enjoyed by 
the Wheat Board disappear. 


So, who is the minister working for? However, the worst is that 
now the minister has, by executive order, put his hands in farmers' 
pockets to pickpocket them. He is taking the contingency fund of up 
to $200 million, which is farmers' money, the money they earned 
from the sale of their grain, to provide a cushion for this proposed 
new board of his hand-picked directors. 
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It is unbelievable that this could happen without farmers even 
having a vote or a say through hearings on how this could or should 
not be done. 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, one of the things I have 
always found rather peculiar about the position of our friends in the 
Liberal Party on the question of the Canadian Wheat Board is that 
they believe that only western Canadian farmers should be 
compelled to sell their property to the government but not Ontario 
farmers, not Quebec grain farmers, and not Atlantic Canadian grain 
farmers. 


I wonder if the member really believes in compelling farmers to 
sell their property to the government on pain of imprisonment 
because farmers have been put in prison. The Liberals are against 
increased prison sentences for violent criminals, but apparently they 
are for a system that imprisons grain farmers for selling their own 


property. 


If they think it is so great, why do they not propose an amendment 
to make it a national wheat board and compel Atlantic, Quebec and 
Ontario farmers to sell their wheat to the government? 


Hon. Wayne Easter: Mr. Speaker, there is one thing about 
Liberals. We believe laws should be abided by and we do not pick 
and choose which laws should be abided by. If a law was broken, it 
was broken. The Conservatives claim to support supply manage- 
ment, but if five or ten producers decide to ship milk outside of the 
supply management system, are they going to allow that to happen? 
A system has to work with rules and regulations. 


I will say this to the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism. I will stack up my time on western farmers against 
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him on farms any day of the week because I have been on farm after 
farm in western Canada, so allow farmers a vote, for Pete's sake. 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to quote here from an email I received. It quotes the minister 
who said: 


There wouldn't be any attempt to impose dual marketing on the CWB unless a 
majority of producers voted for it. 


The minister went on to say: 


Until farmers make that change, I'm not prepared to work arbitrarily. They 
[farmers] are absolutely right to believe in democracy. I do, too. 


Could the member comment on that, please? 


Hon. Wayne Easter: Mr. Speaker, we had quite a little discussion 
on that same quote earlier this morning where strong language was 
used in this House. In fact, I had to apologize to the Speaker. 


However, these are the facts. If the minister made the statement in 
Minnedosa on March 27, as the member just quoted, and he did not 
hold a vote, it is up to Canadians to judge. It is on the record what I 
said earlier. 


The minister obviously was not being truthful. He said he would 
provide farmers a vote. He said he believed in democracy, but he did 
not provide a vote. In fact, as the Wheat Board itself said, the 
Conservatives steamrolled over section 47.1 of the act. 


However, the parliamentary secretary went on at great length to 
talk about what the Wheat Board is doing in terms of its advertising. 
It is living by its oath of office, but I have here a document which is 
paid for by the taxpayers of Canada, which is clear misinformation 
and a smear campaign by the Minister of Agriculture against the 
Wheat Board. That is wrong. 
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
believe it is important to get on the record at this time that, in fact, 
there was a plebiscite conducted by the Canadian Wheat Board 
because the Minister of Agriculture was negligent in not meeting 
what many would argue was a legal, definitely a moral, obligation to 
conduct a plebiscite to see what the farmers really wanted. The 
plebiscite that was conducted clearly indicated that a vast majority of 
the prairie grain farmers wanted to retain the Canadian Wheat Board. 


Could the member provide further comment on that issue? 


Hon. Wayne Easter: Mr. Speaker, the plebiscite that was 
conducted by an independent agency by the Wheat Board, because 
the government would not do it, indicated that 62% of farmers 
believed in single desk selling of wheat, 51% in terms of barley. 
Single desk is what makes the system operate. That is what farmers 
want. There were young farmers in Ottawa this week demanding that 
this happen. 
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Earlier the parliamentary secretary mentioned that the Wheat 
Board had been around a long time, and that technology had 
changed, and yes it has. However, the Wheat Board is needed more 
than it ever was in the past. The prairie wheat pools are gone. Many 
short lines have been abandoned. The Wheat Board is there to 
protect producer cars and short line railways, and the consolidation 
in the grain industry is just about unbelievable. The Wheat Board is 
the only power— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, the time has 
expired for this particular round. 


Resuming debate. 


The hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National 
Defence is rising on a point of order. 


Mr. Chris Alexander: Mr. Speaker, a few minutes ago in 
question period I said in this House, in reply to a member's question, 
that there was no plan to change the colour scheme on any of the 
airbus aircraft that the government possesses. I would like to be 
perfectly clear that there has been no decision in that regard and to 
ensure that the record reflects that additional clarification. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): I thank the hon. 
parliamentary secretary for his intervention. I am sure that the House 
appreciates the clarification. 


The member for Malpeque is rising on the same point? 


Hon. Wayne Easter: Mr. Speaker, I am trying to figure out what 
the parliamentary secretary is saying. Is there a plan or is there not a 
plan to paint the Prime Minister's aircraft in the colours that the 
Prime Minister wants, at great cost? Is there or is there not? 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): We have heard the 
parliamentary secretary's clarification to an earlier part of debate 
today. Other points on this I am sure are really just a matter of 
debate. We are not going to redo question period. 


Resuming debate, the hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance. 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am very happy to speak in the 
House today as part of a debate that, in my opinion, is critical to the 
future of western Canadian farmers. 


The legislation that we are discussing today has been a long time 
coming. It gives western Canadian durum and barley farmers a right 
they have called for and richly deserve, and that is the right to choose 
how best to market the grain they grow. 


[English] 


As the House reviews this legislation, it is important to keep in 
mind why Canada has a reputation for the quality of our wheat, 
durum and barley. The answer is quite straightforward and it has 
nothing to do with the Canadian Wheat Board. Our grains are second 
to none because the farmers who produce them are committed to 


quality. 


Organizations like the Canadian International Grains Institute and 
the Canadian Grain Commission play a big role in ensuring the 
quality of our world class grain handling system. CIGI and the CGC 


have always operated independently from the CWB and will 
continue to do so. 


[Translation] 


We encourage the Canadian Wheat Board to work with us in order 
to ensure a smooth transition toward marketing freedom in the best 
interest of the industry. We hope that the Wheat Board will continue 
to work with the many other stakeholders, such as brokers, buyers, 
sellers, inland terminals, export elevators, and the ports, not to 
mention the very large marketing network. 


However, regardless of whether the Canadian Wheat Board 
participates, as we move toward marketing freedom, our government 
will continue to make every effort to ensure that everything 1s clear 
and certain for farmers and for the entire value chain during the 
transition period. 


Our government is aware that the town of Churchill, which 
depends on the Canadian Wheat Board's grain shipments, may be 
affected by the industry's transition to an open market. 
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[English] 


Our government understands the importance of the port of 
Churchill as a valuable asset, and has demonstrated its support and 
commitment to the north. 


As part of the ongoing commitment to farmers and the importance 
of the port as the Prairies-Arctic gateway to the world, our 
government will provide an economic incentive of up to $5 million 
per year over the five year transition period to support shipments of 
grain, including oilseeds, pulses and special crops through the port. 


The government will also provide support through funding of up 
to $4.1 million over three years to sustain infrastructure improve- 
ments and maintenance of the port during the transition period. 


In addition, the deadline will be extended to 2015 for projects to 
be funded through an agreement with the Churchill Gateway 
Development Corporation. We are looking at a number of initiatives 
to continue to diversify the economy of Churchill. 


We are also working with stakeholders across the agriculture 
industry, as well as other industries, to explore development 
opportunities for the port. We recognize that this major change 
brings with it not only many benefits, but also some challenges, and 
we do not shy away from these challenges. We share Canadians' 
concerns about job loss, the port of Churchill, and our short line 
railways and producer cars. 
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Mike Ogborn, managing director of OmniTRAX, the company 
which owns the Churchill port facility and the Hudson Bay Railway 
Company, told The Western Producer on July 14 that OmniTRAX is 
optimistic about the future of Churchill's port and railway. 
OmniTRAX understands how the change to an open market may 
be a challenge. But more significantly, the company sees it as an 
opportunity for economic diversity and for growth. 


Our government is confident that Canadian grain companies will 
continue to use the port as long as it remains a competitive method of 
transporting their grain. Our government is also committed to 
improving rail service for agriculture shippers through the rail 
service review. 


Further, the right to producer cars is protected in the Canada Grain 
Act. Currently, the CWB manages the marketing of grain shipped in 
producer cars, so that shipments are related to a sale. 


Under the new rules, producers and short lines will be able to 
make commercial arrangements with grain companies or the 
voluntary CWB to market their grain. Short line railways are 
expecting some adjustments as they will have more options of 
marketing partners for the grain volumes they can attract from 
producers. 


While we see some job losses for Manitoba initially, the future 
looks very bright. We can expect more processors to start up new 
businesses in that province, which is my home province, and across 
western Canada. 


Milling firms will be able to purchase directly from the farmer of 
their choice, at whatever price they negotiate. Entrepreneurs will 
have the option of starting up their own small specialty flour mills 
and pasta plants. Just over the border from Manitoba in North 
Dakota many new pasta plants have sprung up and created jobs that 
should have been created in the Prairies. This, along with increased 
trade, has the potential to create many jobs. 


[Translation] 


Our government is confident that farmers will make marketing 
choices based on what is best for their own businesses. We want to 
put the farmers back in the driver's seat so that they can continue to 
drive our economy. We think an open, competitive grain market has 
room for a viable, voluntary pooling option. We are ready to work 
with the Canadian Wheat Board to chart the way forward. 


Marketing freedom was a cornerstone of our election platform 
from day one and was included in last spring's Speech from the 
Throne. Grain farmers in western Canada want the same marketing 
freedom and the same opportunities as other farmers in Canada and 
the rest of the world. With this freedom, grain farmers will be able to 
sell their products based on what is best for their own businesses. 


I am proud that we are keeping our long-standing promise to give 
western Canadian grain farmers the freedom to market their own 
grain. 


I urge hon. members to give this bill some serious thought and to 
keep in mind that its timely enactment will help give farmers the 
certainty they need to plan for next year. What is more, it will give 
our clients here in Canada and in the rest of world the assurance that 
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they can still count on the regular supply of high-quality Canadian 
wheat and barley. 


I welcome any questions from my colleagues. 
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Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague for her speech and I would also like to 
congratulate her on her work on the Standing Committee on Finance. 


With regard to the debates, cutting the time allocated for debate 
and, consequently, allowing less time for speeches is an attack on 
democracy. There has been another attack on democracy in this 
matter. The Conservatives promised to listen to farmers and to hold a 
plebiscite. Can the hon. member tell us why the government is not 
interested in listening to farmers and holding a vote on the future of 
the board? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague. It is truly 
a pleasure to work with him on the Standing Committee on Finance, 
and I appreciate his question. I would like to make it clear that 
farmers across Canada have been discussing this bill for years. We 
consulted western farmers many times about this matter. We even 
stated in our election platform that we would move forward on this 
issue. For that reason, most seats in the Conservative caucus are held 
by representatives of regions where farmers live. That is why we 
were elected by farmers. They were expecting us to introduce this 
bill to promote freedom for western farmers and farmers in other 
parts of the world and Canada. 


[English] 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the member 
for Saint Boniface took a lot of liberty with her comments on the 
Canadian Grain Commission and CIGI. 


The fact is the Canadian Wheat Board is very much intertwined 
with the Canadian Grain Commission in the work they do. In fact, 
and I spent 10 days taking its course in the city of Winnipeg, the 
Canadian Wheat Board started CIGI. 


Will the member not just admit that both those institutions, with 
the destruction of the Canadian Wheat Board's single desk selling, 
will be in jeopardy if the bill moves ahead? 
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Mrs. Shelly Glover: Mr. Speaker, with regards to destruction, it 
was most destructive that the Liberal Party did not put forward these 
measures when it was in power for 13 years. It is most destructive 
that a member who resides in Atlantic Canada, whose farmers have 
freedom of choice to market their grain in any way they desire, 
would stand here and destroy the hopes and dreams of farmers in 
western Canada, who have been waiting and begging for this. The 
member takes this moment to somehow change all the questions that 
he puts to the House to make it appear as if he is actually concerned 
about western farmers. I call bull on that. 


When we talk about freedom and fairness, we cannot trust the 
Liberals to put forward any freedom or fairness for our western 
farmers. 


@ (1245) 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
coming from the province of Manitoba, I have not yet been able to 
figure out why members from Quebec, Ontario and Atlantic Canada 
are making these strident comments in respect to the defence of the 
Wheat Board, which only impacts farmers in Manitoba, Saskatch- 
ewan, Alberta and a small part of British Columbia. They do not 
want to see the same system imposed on their farmers. Why is that? 
Is it for the economic advantage of their farmers to the detriment of 
the farmers in my riding? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover: Mr. Speaker, I thank the minister for his hard 
work in this place. I reiterate what the minister just stated. 


The Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism 
stood just moments ago and asked the member for Malpeque why he 
was not willing, if he really believed in this policy, to put forward a 
national Wheat Board that would make Atlantic farmers in his home 
community succumb to this arbitrary and restrictive pooling and 
selling of wheat through only the Wheat Board. 


The member for Malpeque knows very well that if he were to do 
that, he probably would not be re-elected. That is what almost 
happened when he did not support the gun registry abolition that he 
had promised to do way back when he was first in the House. 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day (Charlesbourg —Haute-Saint-Charles, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleagues for théir excellent 
speeches, and I want to join them in defending the interests of 
farmers in western Canada. 


After all the discussion we have heard so far on Bill C-18, I am 
sad to see that the government is undermining the principle of 
democracy by not honouring its commitments. The government was 
clear: it would not attempt to dismantle the Canadian Wheat Board 
without first consulting its members. 


To respect the democratic process, we must ensure that members 
of the Canadian Wheat Board have the right to decide their own 
destiny through a referendum. Excessive political interference has no 
place in a democratic country like Canada. Unfortunately, I am no 
longer surprised to see that every day, the Conservative government 
uses misinformation to get what it wants. In fact, in its own press 
release on the bill to dismantle the Canadian Wheat Board, the 
government said that it had consulted with stakeholders from across 
the value chain before making a decision. Does this mean that 
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farmers, including all those who want to keep the board, are not part 
of the value chain for their own products, since they were not 
consulted? 


If western farmers are part of this value chain, why did the 
government not listen to the majority that spoke out during the 
plebiscite? Why is it turning a deaf ear? I am sure that western 
farmers will be shocked to hear that this government has excluded 
them altogether from the value chain for the products they have 
produced by the sweat of their brow and that it does not want to hear 
their opinion. 


Also in the news release, the government explains that, and I 
quote: 


[it] has listened to individual farmers who just want the chance to succeed by 
being able to sell their wheat, durum and barley at the time and to the buyer of 
their choice. 


But what about those who want to sell their wheat, durum and 
barley through the Wheat Board desk? Were they also heard, or were 
they deliberately kept out of the discussions because their wishes 
were at odds with the government's intentions? The government is 
ignoring these people and, meanwhile, is outrageously continuing to 
impose its ideology, erode democracy and misinform the public. 


I would also like to use my time to discuss the idea of majority, 
which has already been widely discussed in relation to this bill. I 
want to make sure that the hon. members across the way understand 
the concept. 


Indeed, they appear to have a good grasp of the concept here in 
the House, ever since May 2, but the meaning of respecting the 
principle of a majority seems to become a little fuzzy when it comes 
time to talk about the issues they want to tackle. To set the record 
straight, I think we need to take a closer look at the numbers 
together: 22,764 wheat farmers voted to maintain the board as is, 
compared to 14,059 farmers who voted to end the monopoly. That 
works out to a majority of 62% against 38%. 


People who respect a majority decision respect the principles of 
democracy, an example that this government could learn from. In an 
open letter, the Conservative government, in the person of the 
Minister of Agriculture, explained that the vote in last May's federal 
election gave the necessary legitimacy to advocates of change. Can 
someone explain to me how a federal election can legitimately 
interfere politically in an organization that is managed, controlled 
and funded entirely by western farmers, one that is not a crown 
corporation? Since when do election results legitimize and govern 
any unilateral actions the government wants to take without any 
consultation or impact studies and without listening to the people, 
even though we live in a democracy? 


Is it because they have a majority? Oh, yes; they respect that 
majority scrupulously. It is the same old story: another double 
standard. 


@ (1250) 


In addition to this so-called legitimacy, the other point that should 
be mentioned here is the lawfulness of the act itself. 
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The laws currently in effect require Ottawa to consult the directors 
of the Canadian Wheat Board before amending the act that created 
the board. The potential dismantling of the board without prior 
consultation is a direct violation of this act. 


I am very sorry to see that we have before us a government that 
legitimizes its actions, which are not based on any valid foundation 
or democratic principle. 


In the speech he gave several weeks ago now, the Parliamentary 
Secretary to the Minister of Natural Resources and for the Canadian 
Wheat Board even went so far as to say that it was time to put an end 
to the tyranny of the Canadian Wheat Board. 


On this side of the House—the NDP side—we maintain that, 
instead, it is time to put an end to the tyranny of the government, 
which went so far as to outrageously cut off the necessary debate on 
this bill, as it has been constantly doing since the beginning of this 
session of Parliament. 


I am the member for the riding of Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint- 
Charles. The members opposite may be wondering why a member 
from Quebec would stand up for the interests of people who are so 
far from her riding. To that, I say that one would have to be pretty 
gullible not to understand that the mechanisms of the world economy 
are felt from one end of the country to the other and throughout the 
world. 


Any bad economic decisions that are made for western Canadian 
agriculture will affect the entire country. The negotiating power lost 
with the dismantling of the Canadian Wheat Board will weaken the 
position of western farmers on the world market. 


This weak negotiating power to sell our Canadian wheat at the 
best possible price on the market will eliminate the smallest 
producers to the benefit of the large multinational grain companies. 
Less negotiating power for the sale of Canadian wheat means our 
wheat will be sold at a lower price. Selling at a lower price means 
less income for our families and farmers. This vulnerability will be 
felt throughout Canada, not just in the west. 


Canada's economic health is an issue we must deal with together 
so that all Canadian households get what they deserve—a prosperous 
future. 


In conclusion, the NDP is demanding no less of the government 
than respect for the democratic process so that western farmers can 
have an independent say when it comes to their own future and their 
own destiny. 


The NDP will proudly stand up for farming families in western 
Canada and will listen to what they have to say, demanding nothing 
short of abandoning Bill C-18, which does not address the needs of 
the public and which is completely out of touch with Canada's 
current economic reality. 


And closer to home, the Quebec families I represent today will 
unanimously support the families in western Canada in their fight to 
protect their income, their retirement and, ultimately, Canada's 
economy. 


Government Orders 
@ (1255) 
[English] 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is 
interesting that during this debate a couple of ministers have tried 
to sway the discussion away from the democratic principle that is at 
stake, and that is why farmers were not given the right to a vote, 
which was legislated. What is at stake, as I asked the parliamentary 
secretary earlier, is whether there is a choice between single desk and 
the open market under the new Wheat Board, and we know there is 
not. The single desk no longer exists. 


The province of Quebec has two single desk marketing agencies, 
the maple syrup board and beef, I believe. What does she think 
would happen in Quebec if government, without a say and without 
proper hearings, took the right away to have the single desk, without 
people being given a voice? 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for his 
question. 


We firmly believe that in unity, there is strength. That is a 
principle of economics 101. As soon as a bill like this is introduced, 
it becomes dangerous. If the framework is dismantled, small 
producers lose the ability to work together to get a better price. 
The same thing will happen to maple syrup and eggs with the supply 
management bill. In the end, families and small farmers in the west 
will pay the price. And in Quebec, our farmers will soon pay the 
price. 


Mr. Pierre-Luc Dusseault (Sherbrooke, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
first, I would like to congratulate my colleague on her speech. She 
just spoke about the fact that producers have a right to organize and 
said that in unity, there is strength. Will the dismantling of the 
Canadian Wheat Board not deal a blow to small producers, who 
benefited from a single desk? Does the member think that small 
producers will benefit from the government's decision? 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day: Mr. Speaker, I personally believe that the 
small producers will suffer the most from this bill when it comes into 
force. Companies like Cargill will benefit from the legislation. 


Earlier, the hon. member spoke about improving infrastructure— 
ports and railways. Why not do this for other existing infrastructure 
that is in dire need? 


Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre (Alfred-Pellan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I really enjoyed the speech that my colleague just gave on the 
Canadian Wheat Board, especially the parts about democracy and 
the impact on Quebec. 


I represent a riding where the land is nearly 80% agricultural and 
where all of the farmers stand together. Currently, 38,000 western 
Canadian farmers voted to keep the Canadian Wheat Board's single 
desk—that represents 62% of those who use it—yet the government 
has still decided to dismantle the Canadian Wheat Board. 


Does my colleague feel this decision is democratic? Could she 
delve a bit deeper and make some additional comments on this 
subject? 
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Mrs. Anne-Marie Day: Mr. Speaker, to use a term that is floating 
around a lot right now, I want to say that there are many people who 
are outraged. The people involved in the occupy movements in 
Toronto, Montreal and Wall Street are all outraged. And there are 
members here who are outraged at this obvious mockery of 
democracy. A law exists and the government is not above the law. 
It must consult with farmers; that is the law. Once the law changes, if 
it is no longer obliged to consult farmers, then it will not have to do 
so. But right now, it must comply with the current law and it must 
consult them. 


@ (1300) 
[English] 


Mr. Robert Sopuck (Dauphin—Swan River—Marquette, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to speak to this historic 
legislation which is opening such an exciting time for farmers in my 
home province of Manitoba and right across western Canada. 


Contrary to what the members opposite think or say, our 
government was elected on a platform to deliver marketing freedom 
to farmers, and we are following through on that with this 
legislation. 


As other members have already said, this bill will end the 
Canadian Wheat Board's monopoly over the sales of wheat, durum 
and barley in western Canada. It will give wheat and barley farmers 
across western Canada the same rights that farmers in Ontario and 
the rest of Canada enjoy. 


It is interesting how members on this side of the House present 
this debate versus how members opposite present the debate. All the 
members opposite ever talk about is process. I am not going to 
comment on the process that they are criticizing. What we focus on 
is results, good policy creating good results for western Canadian 
farmers and rural communities. 


Policy is very important. The focus of this government on good 
policy that will generate real and tangible results is the right thing to 
do. 


The removal of the monopoly will allow farmers to sell their 
grains directly to a processor, whether it be a pasta manufacturer or a 
flour mill, or any other venture that adds value at the farm gate. That 
not only grows businesses for the farmers, it creates new jobs for the 
rural economy. 


I am being approached with increasing frequency by constituents 
who have terrific value-added ideas for what they can implement 
after the Wheat Board monopoly has been changed. In fact, just last 
week during the break week, two young entrepreneurs approached 
me with a very exciting plan to build a microbrewery in my 
constituency. I can hear applause from all across the chamber, and I 
can understand why. 


These young constituents are the kind of creative entrepreneurs 
that Manitoba, western Canada and all of Canada need. Two young 
men with a great idea want to make a difference for their 
communities. They specifically pointed out to me that the removal 
of the CWB monopoly is the trigger that is going to make their 
enterprise work. They are very excited. 


We in rural western Canada simply cannot continue to export jobs 
south of the border to places like North Dakota. An open wheat 
market will bring jobs back to the west and to cities like Winnipeg. 
This legislation will reduce costly red tape and inefficiencies, leaving 
farmers more time to drive our economy. 


We saw a perfect example when a previous Conservative 
agriculture minister removed oats from the Wheat Board monopoly. 
Almost instantaneously Can-Oat Milling, a company in Portage La 
Prairie, sprang up. It is in the constituency of my good friend, the 
member for Portage—Lisgar. 


The Can-Oat plant in Portage La Prairie employs 125 people. 
These are well-paying jobs in a rural community. What is really neat 
about Can-Oat as a company is that it has become the largest 
industrial processor of oats in North America. That is what happens 
when the creative power of entrepreneurs is unleashed. 


I listened with great interest to the member for Malpeque's speech. 
I can refute every single thing he said with one word: canola. 


What happened with canola after some very important research 
was done to create a crop that the marketplace really hungered for is 
that the production of canola on the free market and marketed 
through free market principles absolutely exploded. I think it has 
eclipsed wheat as the Cinderella crop in western Canada. Not only 
that, it is a very high-value crop that is marketed through the “evil 
grain companies” that members opposite are so quick to denigrate. 
Farmers are growing canola in droves, and the price right now is 
very high. 


In addition, 30% of the canola that is produced in western Canada 
is processed in western Canada and represents 1,000 full-time jobs. 
There are more canola plants going up all the time. 


© (1305) 


Once the changes are made, there will be added demand from 
farmers for strong marketers, business analysts and other specialists 
in the grain trade. Even the promise of an open market is 
encouraging the value-added investments that I am so excited about 
in western Canada. 


In September the Prime Minister was in Regina to celebrate the 
launch of the first commercially significant pasta plant for Canadian 
durum in the west. Members on that side talk process; we deliver 
results. That is the difference. This facility will create an estimated 
60 new full-time jobs and 150 construction jobs. 


Again, as a member who represents a rural, agricultural, western 
Canadian constituency, I have lived there long enough to see the 
population decline in many prairie rural communities. If the Wheat 
Board was that good, why did that occur? 


I am convinced that policies that promote the export of raw 
product from an area really are not that good for small communities. 
Processing what we grow at home is what will help grow our rural 
economy. 
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Western Canadian processing plants are expanding for all crops, 
except for wheat. Now with wheat and barley, we will see this 
expansion and the pasta plant in Regina is just a beginning. 


A very important concern for Manitoba MPs in particular and 
many Saskatchewan MPs too is the port of Churchill. Under this 
change there will be a period of adjustment for the port of Churchill, 
as it admittedly relies heavily on CWB grains. However, it is no 
secret that Canada's north is the cornerstone of our agenda. We 
understand the importance of the port of Churchill as a valuable 
asset, and it will remain the Prairies' Arctic gateway to the world. 


Jim Carr, president and CEO of the Business Council of Manitoba 
agrees with us. He said that the business council sees Churchill as 
more than a port for grain, but as the Arctic gateway. 


When our new bill is passed, the port of Churchill will remain an 
important shipping option. It is no secret that our government has 
already provided significant support to the port over the years, and 
we will continue to support it for use by businesses across the 
Prairies. 


I have met with the Hudson Bay Route Association. Many of the 
municipalities in my constituency belong, and they see some 
tremendous opportunities. 


As part of our ongoing commitment to farmers and the importance 
of the port as a shipping option, our government is making 
significant investments to ease this transition and help the port 
continue to be a viable northern shipping gateway. 


We will provide an economic incentive of up to $5 million per 
year over the five year transition period. Our government will also 
provide support through funding of up to $4.1 million over three 
years to sustain infrastructure improvements and maintenance of the 
port during this transition period. 


In addition, projects with the Churchill Gateway Development 
Corporation will be given more time to finish, with an extension of 
two years, or until 2015. 


These significant investments are complementary to our other 
strategic investments, such as Transport Canada earmarking more 
than $13 million to implement upgrades to the Churchill airport. This 
is in addition to operating the Churchill airport and subsidizing VIA 
Rail service. 


Since 2007 the government has also committed $20 million for 
rail line improvements, $4 million for port improvements and $1 
million for marketing and development of the port. 


I will finish with a quote from Mike Spence, the mayor of 
Churchill, who said: 
I'm the type of person who is always optimistic. I'm looking in a positive 


direction, hoping that we'll be able to secure more grain and the port will diversify... 
I think we can do that. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Pierre-Luc Dusseault (Sherbrooke, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to be able to ask a government member a question, 
because this is an important one that we often forget to ask. It has to 
do with something that all Canadians have a right to know: the cost 
of dismantling the Canadian Wheat Board. Many numbers have been 
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tossed around, but I think a government member like him should be 
able to tell us exactly how much it will cost. Canadians have a right 
to know that information in order to decide if they agree with the 
government's position. 


@ (1310) 
[English] 


Mr. Robert Sopuck: Mr. Speaker, those of us on this side of the 
House certainly agree that nothing comes for free, but, having said 
that, the benefits of dismantling the board and allowing farmers 
marketing freedom will greatly outweigh any costs that may occur. 


Transitions for many people and change for many organizations is 
difficult, but if the Wheat Board is as good as it says it is, a voluntary 
board where farmers will have marketing choice to either use the 
board or use the open market will allow the market to sort that 
particular decision out. Overall, there will be a net benefit to western 
Canada with this change. 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the member 
for Dauphin—Swan River—Marquette missed the point when he 
talked about canola. I figured he would stand there and thank 
previous Liberal governments for the public research that canola 
came out of. It is just too bad that the current government cut that. 


I have been in the member's riding many times in a previous life 
as a farm leader and I know there are many farmers in that 
community. However, how can a backbench member of the 
government allow the minister, who is putting together his private 
fiefdom, and we need to keep in mind that this is a government-run 
agency, to put his hands in farmers' pockets and take $200 million 
out of the contingency fund to cushion that government-run agency 
in the future? How can he allow the minister to pickpocket farmers 
in his region whose share of grain sales put that money in the 
contingency fund-in the first place? How can he allow that to 
happen? Why does he not stand up and be counted? 


Mr. Robert Sopuck: Mr. Speaker, members on this side of the 
House, especially those of us representing rural agricultural 
constituencies, will take a backseat to no one in defending our 
communities. 


In terms of canola, I, too, am a strong supporter of public research 
and very much agree with the member that the canola story is 
nothing but good news, regardless of who happened to be in power 
at the time. 


Regarding the CWB contingency fund, it has always been 
separate from the pool accounts. Mr. Oberg, the current chair of the 
CWB, has already wasted millions of farmers' money on his personal 
political agenda. It is truly unclear what liabilities he will leave 
behind with his scorched earth policy. We took this prudent measure 
to protect the future of western Canadian farmers and Canadian 
taxpayers. 


Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and Addington, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member caught my attention when he 
mentioned the magic words “artisanal brewery” earlier in his 
comments. I want to return to that because it is a subject that is close 
to my heart and, based on experience, is close to the hearts of one or 
two other members in the House as well. 
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The creation of a differentiated value-added product that comes 
from an agricultural base, like microbrewed or artisanal beer, is 
fundamentally based on a differentiated original product, a high 
value product that is not mass produced or commodified. That is true 
whether it is grapes for wine, we all understand that, apples for cider, 
rice for sake, and it is equally true when it is grain for beer. 


I am guessing that the member believes that the opening of a freer 
market will allow for a greater differentiation of that original 
product, adding money into the pockets of farmers and also allowing 
for the greater participation of people like craft brewers. I would be 
interested in his comments on that. 


Mr. Robert Sopuck: Mr. Speaker, my hon. friend is exactly 
correct. Specialization and selling it to niche markets and doing 
things that no one else is doing is the way to success for a small 
business. 


I have been privy to some commercial secrets from some 
constituents of mine, so I cannot talk too specifically, but we have a 
market now that is searching for authenticity. Therefore, prairie 
homegrown grains, making a niche, outstanding micro-products that 
can only be purchased in one or two spots will be very attractive in 
this new marketplace. 


@ (1315) 
Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise 


today to stand proudly with our farmers and my party in opposition | 


to this very bad bill that would dismantle the Canadian Wheat Board. 


In recent weeks, we have seen the powerful symbol of farmers 
with tape on their mouths to symbolize that the Conservative 
government is not listening to them. However, we, in this party, 
along with others, have heard our farmers. Here in Ottawa and across 
the prairies, farmers are rising to say no to this. It is time to stop this 
Conservative steamroller that is bent on doing the bidding of the 
agribusiness giant corporations. 


Western farmers are being taken for granted. As my hon. 
colleagues from Churchill and Winnipeg have said, the recent 
CWB plebiscite indicated that a majority of farmers are opposed to 
the Conservative plan. The Conservative arrogance of not supporting 


those farmers is an indication of the way in which the government is : 


failing to listen to western voices. 


Sadly, we see the Conservative arrogance on too many files here 
in Ottawa and across the country. 


I saw the Conservative arrogance when I was in Washington this 
week. Incredibly, the Conservatives were expressing their outrage 
that elected members of Parliament in a democratic country were 
there to tell Americans that there were better alternatives for our 
economy and the environment than the Keystone project. 


I would like to add that, since I was in Washington, I have 
received numerous emails from Americans thanking us for bringing 
the Canadian voice, the real Canadian voice, to Washington. 


We see the Conservatives' arrogance and hypocrisy in defending 
provincial rights until provinces tell them that they are wrong about 
their law and order bills or wrong in destroying the data of the long 
gun registry. 
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I would like to use my time here today to speak to what this bill 
would do to farmers and what would be a fair position to take for our 
farmers. As an Ontario MP, I will also talk about how illogical it is to 
use what happened with the wheat farmers in Ontario and what 
might happen now to the prairie farmers without the CWB. 


Bill C-18 proposes to dismantle the farmer controlled and funded 
Canadian Wheat Board by eliminating the single desk marketing of 
wheat and barley in Canada. Just like the provinces, when the 
farmers disagree with the government, they are given no choice 
whatsoever with respect to their decision on the CWB. 


The Conservatives claim that this would benefit farmers by 
opening the market for them and giving them choice. This flies in the 
face of all the evidence we have now, with the depressed economy 
and market debt left behind. Left alone, it would wreak havoc on our 
farmers. The bill is reckless. It would spell economic hardship for 
prairie farmers during these tough economic times. 


It is beyond me why any government representing Canadians 
would side with the interests of large American grain companies and 
assist in eroding prices and eroding market security for our own 
farmers. 


The farmers in western Canada are much like the farmers in my 
own riding of Nickel Belt. They do not expect or want a free ride. 
They work very hard. They want to be in their fields farming, with a 
market that is fair to all and not to only a few. They have a right to 
expect fairness from the Canadian government. 


Canadian farmers want to be heard. They have the right to be 
listened to. 


In a time of economic instability, the federal government is 
jeopardizing $5 billion in exports and forcing grain farmers into an 
open market without the Wheat Board's protection. 


Bill Gehl, a Saskatchewan farmer and chairperson of the non- 
partisan farm group, the Canadian Wheat Board Alliance, has said, 
“local food advocates should be concerned about the end of the 
Canadian Wheat Board”. 


Gehl went on to explain: 


Today Canadians can be confident that the grain in all the bread, pasta, and most 
of the beer they consume is still grown by Canadian farmers. However, if [the Prime 
Minister] succeeds in killing our Wheat Board, private corporations will then control 
our basic food stocks and will simply buy the cheapest grain they can from any 
source. 


®@ (1320) 


As an Ontario MP, I want to comment on the argument made by 
some Conservatives that the Ontario experience with removing the 
single desk can be applied to western farmers. This is truly illogical. 
It is comparing apples to oranges. We need to be clear: Ontario 
wheat farmers ended their single desk through a farmer-led 
democratic process. 
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Ontario wheat farmers produce wheat that is used for pastries, 
cookies and cakes and has a ready market available locally. They 
produce less than one-tenth of the volume of wheat that prairie 
farmers produce. Ontario wheat farmers sell about 90% of their 
product within Canada or to northern U.S.A. They have low 
transportation distances and costs. Worst of all, Ontario wheat 
farmers now pay grain companies more to handle their crops. 


On the other hand, prairie wheat farmers voted in favour of 
keeping the CWB and face having it taken away against their will. 
Prairie wheat farmers produce hard red spring wheat used for bread 
and durum used for pasta, which does not have an extensive local 
market. 


A crucial difference in terms of understanding the impact of this 
bad bill is that the prairie wheat farmers produce 80% of Canada's 
wheat. They also must pay freight costs to transport grain long 
distances to inland terminals and to ports. Prairie wheat farmers rely 
on the CWB to ensure fair market access for all, including users of 
producer cars. 


[Translation] 


Our position is clear: the NDP believes that any decision on the 
future of the board should be made by farmers for farmers. Grain 
farmers have expressed their opinion: a majority of them want to 
keep this single desk system. The bill should be withdrawn. Before 
any changes are made to the board, the government must study the 
impact of dismantling it and examine the effect this will have on 
Canadian grain farmers. Otherwise, it is gambling with the prairie 
economy and the income of western farmers. 


Allen Orberg, a farmer and chair of the Canadian Wheat Board's 
board of directors, said that this government does not have a plan, 
has done no analysis and did not even consult farmers. He also said 
that the government's approach is based solely on. its blind 
commitment to free markets. Yet here it is, about to dismantle, in 
just a few months, a marketing system that has been working very 
well for 75 years. 


[English] 


The facts are clear: the CWB mitigates a risk for farmers. It helps 
determine when and if they will get paid on time, whether they are 
selling their grain to the right buyer on the right day and how to get 
their grain to the buyer, which is a significant issue given the 
vastness of the prairies. 


Farmers pay for the operations of the CWB from their revenue. 
The CWB is not a government agency or a crown corporation. It is 
not funded by taxpayers. 


There is the example of Australia to know what is in store for our 
farmers when the single desk is eradicated. This is alarming to say 
the least. When the Australian wheat board had its single desk 
power, Australian wheat commanded premiums of over $99 a tonne 
over American wheat. However, by December 2008, it had dropped 
to a discount of $27 per tonne below U.S. wheat. In three short years, 
40,000 wheat farmers in Australia, which had 12% of the world's 
wheat production worth about $5 billion, went from running their 
own grain marketing system and selling virtually all of their wheat 
on their own behalf to being mere customers of Cargill. 


Government Orders 


I recognize this bill for what it is: Conservative ideology and 
politics trumping what is best for our farmers and best for Canada. 
The CWB is currently controlled, operated and funded by farmers 
for farmers and the government is meddling where it is not wanted. 
This bill must be defeated. 


@ (1325) 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
congratulate my hon. colleague from Nickel Belt on a very informed 
and thoughtful speech. 


We are talking about the Canada Wheat Board and the merits of 
keeping it. We have heard passionate arguments on both sides of the 
House, but the key question for me comes down to what the farmers 
of western Canada want. We know that the legislation requires that a 
plebiscite be held for those farmers to tell us what they want. 


I have two questions. First, why will the government not honour 
that legislation and allow farmers to have a vote so we will know 
once and for all what the farmers of western Canada want, instead of 
hearing people say what they want? 


Second, did the Conservatives, during the last election campaign, 
tell the farmers of western Canada that they would get rid of the 
Canadian Wheat Board without a vote? 


Mr. Claude Gravelle: Mr. Speaker, farmers have already 
indicated through their own plebiscite that they want to keep the 
Canadian Wheat Board, but the government does not want to bring it 
to a vote because it would lose that vote. I just told the member why 
the government does not want to bring it to a vote. It does not want 
to bring the issue to a vote because surely it will lose the vote and 
then lose face with the farmers in western Canada. 


Just a while ago the member for Saint Boniface said that MPs 
from Quebec, Ontario and British Columbia should not be defending 
these farmers because we do not represent them, but the last time I 
was in Saint Boniface I noticed that there are no farmers there. We 
were elected to represent all Canadians. 


The Conservative government should bring this to a vote so 
farmers can have their say. 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
member's answer was right on the money. The government will 
not allow a vote for the simple reason it knows it would lose the 
vote. It is that simple. The government has really violated every 
democratic principle in order to not allow that vote. It brought in a 
law to basically break the law, get around the law. 
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What is important to Canadians is, are we not really witnessing a 
government using its majority in the pathological belief that it can 
impose freedom by suppressing democracy? The Conservatives talk 
about freedom but they have taken away the freedom to have a vote 
on a farmer's specific institution. 


Is the government really imposing freedom by suppressing 
democracy, and not really getting to freedom at all? 


Mr. Claude Gravelle: Mr. Speaker, I would like to first comment 
on the government's majority. We all know that 39% of Canadians 
who voted, voted for the government. That is not the majority of 
Canadians. 


To answer the other part of the member's question I would like to 
quote from an email that I received from the acting executive 
minister of the United Church: 

[T]here wouldn't be any attempt to impose dual marketing on the CWB unless a 
majority of producers voted for it. According to the CWB, [the minister said,] “Until 
farmers make that change, I'm not prepared to work arbitrarily... They [farmers] are 
absolutely right to believe in democracy. I do, too”. 

Mr. Brian Jean (Fort McMurray—Athabasca, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I cannot stop laughing down at this end because of some of 
the comments that are being made by the opposition. 


We had a vote on May 2 on this. 


Believe it or not, I represent the oil sands but there are a huge 
number of farms in my area. Seventy to eighty per cent of those 
people vote and seventy to eighty per cent vote for the Conservative 
Party. They have clearly indicated to me that they do not want people 
in Ontario, Quebec, southern British Columbia and P.E.I. telling 
them where to sell their grain because those people get to decide 
where they want to sell their grain. They feel prejudiced. In Alberta, 
27 out of 28 seats are held by Conservatives and they won by 70% to 
80%. 


I am going to ask the member for Nickel Belt how he would feel if 
the roles were reversed. If his constituents were told where they 
could sell their nickel and all of the rest of the producers in Canada 
could sell wherever they wanted, how would his constituents feel 
about that? 


© (1330) 


Mr. Claude Gravelle: Mr. Speaker, I am glad that the member 
mentioned the election on May 2. I would like to remind him again 
that the Conservatives were elected by 39% of the Canadians who 
voted. That is a long way from a majority. 


I would like to quote from an email that I received from a farmer 
in Saskatchewan, of all places. This is from Dianne and Ken: “We 
are cereal and pulse growers operating 1,800 acres in southwest 
Saskatchewan. We have been permit holders for 43 years and have 
been certified organic for 19 years. We support the Canadian Wheat 
Board single desk selling of Canadian grains for the following 
reasons”. 


I am sorry I cannot give the member the reasons. My time appears 
to be up. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): It being 1:30 p.m. the 
House will now proceed to the consideration of private members' 
business as listed on today's order paper. 


PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS 
[English] 


NATIONAL FLAG OF CANADA ACT 


Mr. John Carmichael (Don Valley West, CPC) moved that Bill 
C-288, An Act respecting the National Flag of Canada, be read the 
second time and referred to a committee. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, it is an honour for me to have the 
opportunity to rise today and to speak to my Bill C-288, An Act 
respecting the National Flag of Canada, a bill that encourages 
Canadians to proudly display our national flag. 


This bill represents an opportunity for us to stand behind those 
who wish to display our most important national symbol. 


It also allows us to demonstrate to Canadians who wish to display 
our national flag that they have our full support. There have been far 
too many Canadians who have been forced to take down the 
Canadian flag on Canadian soil. 


Some of us will remember our flag being adopted in 1965. Since 
that time, Canadians have proudly worn it on their backpacks while 
travelling the world. Displaying our flag abroad has immediately 
conveyed the values that we hold dear, freedom, democracy, courage 
and justice. Everywhere Canadians go, our flag is recognized and 
respected. 


Despite proudly displaying our national flag when we are away 
from home, it is often said that Canadians are reserved in their 
patriotism and that they are not likely to put on a grand display of 
pride for their country. 


I agree that in the past we have been hesitant to acknowledge our 
accomplishments, but Canada has come of age. As a country we 
have matured. We are no longer reserved about trumpeting our many 
accomplishments and letting the world know about our great 
country. 


Our flag represents freedom, democracy, courage and justice, but 
today we are also proud to display our national flag as a symbol of 
leadership in the world and as a symbol of our accomplishments as 
Canadians. 


The purpose of the bill is to protect Canadian citizens who want to 
proudly display the Canadian flag at their home. There are many 
reasons why one would want to display the flag; simply though, 
Canada is a great country. 


When I hear stories of veterans who have been displaying the flag 
for years and are forced to take it down on threat of fines or even 
evictions, I am appalled. 


There are stories such as those of Guy Vachon from Ottawa who 
served 25 years in the army, including combat in Korea, or Fred 
Norman, also from Ottawa, who served under our flag for 23 years. 
They were forced to take down their flags on threat of eviction. Mr. 
Vachon flew a Canadian flag for 11 years without a problem. Then 
one day he was told that unless he took down his flag he would face 
legal action with potential eviction. 
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There is the story of Brian and Linda-Lee Cassidy from southern 
Ontario who have been flying the flag for almost 40 years at their 
homes. They were told their flag looked like "trailer trash", both an 
insult to the flag and the people who live in mobile homes. The 
Cassidys are now members in bad standing at their homeowners 
association even though they have always paid their dues and 
followed the rules. The Cassidys want to fly the Canadian flag 
because they simply love Canada. They believe in what this country 
represents and they are honoured to be Canadians. 


There is Rose Wittemann and Richard Field. Rose wanted to fly 
the flag because her brother was being sent to Afghanistan to fight 
under the Canadian flag for the freedom that we enjoy every day. 
They were told that unless they took down their flag, maintenance 
workers would come and take it down for them and they would be 
charged for the work that took place. In the notice they were given 
they were told: 


While we appreciate your patriotism, Canada Day has now passed and we require 
that the flag be removed immediately. 


@ (1335) 


Canadians should have the right to fly the flag on more than just 
Canada Day. We are Canadians every day of the year and we should 
be allowed to fly the Canadian flag every day of the year. 


Lynn Riley hung a flag on her backyard fence. Shortly thereafter 
she received a letter from a legal firm representing her condo 
association, forcing her into expensive mediation. 


Ex-serviceman Mark Murray placed his flag on his balcony in 
remembrance of the men and women he served with and those who 
never came home. He has received encouragement from family 
members of those who lost their lives to keep flying the flag. He 
faced eviction as a result but Mark said, “Remembering those who 
were lost was well worth it”. 


Or there is Kirk Taylor in Calgary who also believed in what the 
flag represented. He received a notice to take down his flag but he 
refused. The issue took years to resolve, including expensive 
mediation. 


Thousands of Canadians risk their lives every year with the 
Canadian Forces for the sake of what the flag represents. They risk it 
all for Canada. Why would we force them to fight more battles here 
at home while trying to remember those who are still fighting or 
those who never came home? 


We all have special memories that involve the Canadian flag. This 
summer, I was inspired whenever I had the opportunity to go to an 
immigration ceremony to welcome new Canadian citizens. When 
these new citizens would stand up I would give each one a small 
Canadian flag, a symbol, and they would often be overwhelmed with 
emotion and tears. I was reminded repeatedly that Canada is a 
refuge, a safe place, where millions of people all over the world 
desire to live. Our Canadian flag represents everything that they 
strive for: freedom, democracy, justice and many more attributes that 
we take for granted every day. 


If hon. members think back over the past number of years, can we 
say that Canadians were shy about displaying our flag during the 
2010 Olympic and Paralympic Games? Of course not. Our flag was 
visible everywhere. It was proudly displayed by Canadians from 
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coast to coast to coast for the entire world to see. Canadians 
expressed their immense pride in their athletes and that was even 
before they owned the podium for Canada. Of course, they were not 
Just proud of Sidney Crosby's winning goal, they were proud that 
Canada had once again welcomed the world with such tremendous 
distinction. 


We do not only show our pride in our flag at sporting events. 
Canadians proudly display our flag during times of national 
celebration. Of course we can think of Canada Day. On July | 
every year, Canada is transformed into a sea of red and white. Our 
flag can be seen flying in every town and city across the country. 
Flag Day on February 15 also comes to mind. 


However, we also saw our flag waving all over the country to 
welcome Their Royal Highnesses The Duke and Duchess of 
Cambridge this past summer. We all know that a tour from our 
Queen would not be complete without the familiar red and white flag 
lining the streets to greet her. Certainly, Canadians will be eager to 
display our flag in celebration of Her Majesty's diamond jubilee in 
2012. As Canadians, we have much to celebrate. No symbol can 
match the unifying power of our flag to help us celebrate together. 


Our flag represents us overseas as well. It flies at our embassies 
and missions around the world and it is a beacon of hope for people 
around the world when it flies with the Canadian Forces in areas 
such as Afghanistan. 


Canadians are tremendously proud of their flag and want to see it 
displayed both at home and abroad. Canadians want to show their 
pride in their country every day of the year. They want to show their 
support for our democracy, freedom, courage and justice. 


© (1340) 


Our national flag is our greatest symbol. Around the world it 
stands for those values. It accompanies the men and women in 
uniform who go out into the world and risk all for the sake of that 
democracy. 


Our flag unites us all. It honours our history, shows our pride in 
our accomplishment and brings us together in time of celebration 
and in times of mourning. Canadians want to be able to display it 
proudly and should always be able to do so. 


The bill would help Canadians who want to show their pride in 
Canada. Canadians like Guy Vachon, Fred Norman, Brian and Linda 
Cassidy, Rose Witteman and Richard Field, Lynne Reilly, Mark 
Murray, Kirk Taylor and so many others just like them. They have all 
sacrificed so much for the sake of our flag, for the sake of what our 
country stands for. 


As their elected representatives, we have a responsibility to 
support Canadians who want to show their love of our great country. 
We must encourage Canadians to display our national flag and send 
a message that no one should prevent it from being displayed 
respectfully. What better way to do so than to make it easier for 
Canadians to display our national flag every day of the year. 
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For this reason, I urge members to join me and support Bill C-288. 
I also urge members, if they have not already done so, to join me and 
other Canadians in showing our pride and in celebration of our great 
country by displaying the national flag of Canada at our homes. 


Mr. Tyrone Benskin (Jeanne-Le Ber, NDP): Mr. Speaker, my 
question for the hon. member for Don Valley West is this. How 
would making people criminals forward the democracy that the flag 
represents? How would it help the individuals, who the member has 
mentioned, fly their flag by making other individuals criminals? 


Mr. John Carmichael: Mr. Speaker, that is a good question. 


We need to take the bill to committee. My goal is to see some 
amendments come forward that would reduce that element of the 
bill. Importantly, I hope to create a dialogue between those who wish 
to fly the flag and those condominium associations or ratepayer 
associations about the right of people to fly the flag. 


It is certainly not my intention to create disparity between the two 
sides. I want to see a unity in this that creates an environment where 
we come together as Canadians and agree that this is the right thing 
to do, both on the side of the building owners or condominium 
associations and those who wish to fly the flag. 

@ (1345) 

Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
listened to the words of the member for Don Valley West. I agree 
with much of what he had to say about pride in Canada, what the 
flag represented and how important it was to Canadians. 


I am an immigrant who came to Canada and I have immense pride 
in the flag. The Liberal Party has immense pride in our red and white 
flag that it brought forward for Canadians to be proud of over the 
years. However, what is mystifying to me is how one converts those 
words around pride, freedom and democracy into the creation of a 
condo board inspector team to check on the decisions being made 
about this. 


While I appreciate there might be some changes to the bill, the last 
thing we want is the flag police. That is antithetical to freedom and 
would get in the way of people's inherent right to exercise their 
democratic freedom with respect to the flag as well. 


Mr. John Carmichael: Mr. Speaker, nowhere was the pride in 
our flag more evident than in her riding during the 2010 Olympics. 
We saw the flags lining the streets of Vancouver and that area. ° 


Like the hon. member, it is not my wish nor my goal to see flag 
police. This is not about that. This is about creating a dialogue. 


It is my hope that opposition parties will join me in taking this to 
committee where we can develop a group of amendments that would 
truly make a unifying bill, not a divisive bill. It is my hope that the 
hon. member will join me in this effort. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Royal Galipeau (Ottawa—Orléans, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
have a question for my colleague, whom I would also like to 
congratulate. I would like to know his thoughts on the following 
subject. 


I wonder what he thinks of civil society organizations that receive 
public subsidies, money from Canadian taxpayers, and refuse to fly 
the Canadian flag? 


[English] 


Mr. John Carmichael: Mr. Speaker, the purpose of the bill is to 
create a unifying environment where we can create a dialogue in 
which we can talk about what it will take to bring both sides 
together. I support the initiative of those who want to fly the flag at 
their homes, on their balconies, et cetera. That is the core of what we 
are talking about today. 


Mr. Tyrone Benskin (Jeanne-Le Ber, NDP): Mr. Speaker, one of 
my staffers became a citizen of the country Wednesday. I wanted to 
join her in Montreal when this happened, but was unable to. She 
shared her pride with me on becoming a citizen. Some 400 
individuals became new Canadian citizens at her ceremony, 
representing some 64 different nationalities, I believe. 


I, like so many of us, am an immigrant. I moved here from 
England when I was child. My parents moved here from Barbados 
via England. We all hold an immense pride in our country and the 
flag that represents it. 


For clarity's sake, our flag is an enduring symbol of unity, freedom 
and national purpose, which is rightly celebrated by all Canadians, 
regardless of their origin or political affiliation. It stands as a 
powerful testament to the sacrifices of generations who gave their all 
to ensure our future and to build and preserve our democracy. 


Recent events around the world, such as in Libya and Syria, the 
Sudan, remind us how precious freedom is and the profound 
sacrifice that is required to. assure its survival. That profound 
sacrifice, however, does not preclude the freedom that the bill 
represents, which includes the right to speak out and the right to not 
have the flag raised. I would hope, and I think we all hope, that 
common sense prevails in situations like this. 


Canada's official opposition enthusiastically supports the right of : 
every citizen to display our national flag with pride, as it represents 
the freedom of expression this bill seems to want to curtail. 


We commend the member for wanting to ensure that Canadians 
who wished to show their connection to Canada would not be 
unduly hindered in their expression. 


Jail time, fines, this is the type of heavy-handed punitive vision 
that clouds the obviously honourable intent of the member for Don 
Valley West. However, I must confess that in my daily interaction 
with my constituents and citizens from across the country, the 
pressing issues I hear from them are on the economic, social and 
environmental fronts, to name a few. I am not hearing anything about 
issues regarding their right to display our flag. 


The member for Don Valley West has shared some of the stories 
that he has heard from his constituents, and I thank him for that. 
However, that in itself shows the isolated nature of this issue, an 
issue that should be dealt with at a municipal and/or provincial level, 
where it belongs. 
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Canadians who wish to express their support for their country are 
protected by the Canadian Charter of Rights under the freedom of 
expression. If through some municipal bylaw, or provincial 
legislation or even condo bylaw an individual's freedom of 
expression 1s being challenged, then there is recourse through 
municipal means, through the Charter of Rights, through provincial 
means. Is it really necessary to turn a hapless caretaker, following 
through on a condo bylaw on behalf of a condo board, into a 
criminal with threatened jail time? 


I cannot help but be reminded that the bill is eerily similar in 
substance and spirt to a much maligned American law, the Freedom 
to Display the American Flag Act, which was introduced in 2005 by 
Roscoe Bartlett, who incidentally was a founding member of the 
Republican tea party caucus. Though bustled through Congress on 
the strength of a Conservative majority, the law pilloried as an 
opportunistic political grandstand, thus the sentiment that may have 
fostered the bill was lost. 
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Canadians are smart people. They are perfectly capable of finding 
their way through issues such as their desire to fly their flag. Does 
the government's hubris stretch so far as to make municipalities, fire 
departments and condo associations criminals when enacting their 
bylaws within their jurisdiction? 


Respect for jurisdiction is a convenient evasion for the 
government when being asked uncomfortable questions on trans- 
portation or health care, but it seems that for their pet projects, 
jurisdiction does not matter. 


Let us get to the heart of the matter. Patriotism cannot be 
legislated. Attempts to do so have always led to discontent. 
Patriotism is and always should be something that individuals arrive 
at when shown the honour and the heart of their nation. 


The honour and heart of this nation is not simply based on military 
history but on the social responsibilities it has adopted over its 144 
year history. A country built on the promise of democracy, inclusion 
and a shared goal in its building. These are a few of the elements that 
make us proud to be Canadians and proud to wear our flag. 


The bill puts at risk that freedom, the freedom that the flag 
represents. Let us get back to the business of creating real middle- 
class jobs that are eagerly awaited, pension security and EI reform. 


Canadians are crying out for real environmental agenda changes 
and restraints on mounting ethical abuses by the government. The 
government has continuously used closure and time allocation to 
stifle the very democracy this flag represents. 


The government does not have a monopoly on patriotism and 
honouring men and women who fight for this country. Those valiant 
men and women offered up their lives and safety, so that we could 
live and uphold the fine democracy and traditions which have always 
been a source of strength to this nation. 


How does the bill do that? It does not. What it does is find more 
reasons to throw Canadians in jail. 


I hope that the words shared by the member for Don Valley West 
that it is not his intent are true. I hope that when the bill gets to 
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committee, we will be in a position to sit down, and truly discuss 
what the bill means and what the bill can do. 


However, to make a federal case, pun slighty intended, out of an 
issue which should be left to municipalities, we should show 
municipalities and condo associations that there are other ways to 
deal with matters when it comes to the Canadian flag. Making these 
individuals criminals, forcing them to pay fines, and throwing them 
in jail is not the answer. 
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Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, over the past couple of weeks I have looked 
into the ramifications of this bill quite a bit and sought out many 
opinions about how people feel about this. We are getting into an 
interesting discussion about pride in the flag. We talk about what 
happened in Vancouver at the Olympics. The hon. member for 
Vancouver Quadra knows this quite well, as was pointed out earlier. 
Many celebrate Canada Day as the sun breaks over the Canadian flag 
on Signal Hill in St. John's, Newfoundland and Labrador and it is 
certainly a moment that stops one's heart, a true Canadian heart. 


I would like to make a few points that have been brought up in 
debate so far. These are technical matters because as I look into this 
bill, it is the technicalities of it that really bring it down even though 
it has the best of intentions. 


I want to thank my hon. colleague because he is onto something 
with regard to the situation that happened in his riding and it 
certainly deserves the attention of the House. 


In the beginning I may not have thought that, but as time goes on, 
I actually believe it does because these are people who are told they 
cannot do something to express pride and therefore they are 
diminished. 


That being said, in the House we have several measures by which 
we can express the opinion of those who wish to be proud of their 
flag, and those who want to do it and not be hindered to do so. What 
the member is looking at is more of a private member's motion than a 
private member's bill because the bill takes the idea of ensuring 
someone has the right to fly the flag and unnecessarily penalizing 
people in many respects. I do not believe that was the intention of the 
bill to begin with. 


The member talks about sending the bill to committee for the sake 
of making major amendments and then bringing it back, but the 
problem with that is that once it gets to the heritage committee, if the 
amendments that we make go against the principle and scope of the 
bill, then the Speaker would have to rule it out. 


The way to get around that is to send the bill to committee before 
second reading, before anyone in the House says yes to it because 
there are many things we cannot change. 
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I know many people will tell me not to worry. If the committee 
says it wants a change, it will change. That is not how it works. If the 
changes go beyond the principle and scope of the bill, the Speaker 
has the responsibility to say we cannot do that, but the Speaker had 
already said yes to it. 


I bring that up because some of the amendments that we choose to 
make to this proposed legislation, my hon. colleague from Jeanne-Le 
Ber in the NDP and members of the Liberal Party, really go beyond 
the scope of the bill in my opinion. 


Back to the bill itself there is a case in point. Several years ago, by 
way of protest, the premier of Newfoundland and Labrador of the 
day, Danny Williams, ordered the provincial buildings to take down 
the Canadian flag. May I humbly suggest, do we send in the RCMP 
to the premier's office to serve an order? I bring this situation up 
simply because these are some of the things we may be faced with 
and certainly some things that changes in committee cannot get 
around. 


There are many other aspects. For example, how have the 
provinces been brought into this conversation? Fundamentally, it 
works like this. The Attorney General of Canada makes an 
application in the superior court of the province and therefore 
provinces have to enact this. They have to ensure it is enforced. The 
first thing they do is to serve notice or serve a court order to tell a 
person not to fly the flag. If it goes beyond that, we are looking at a 
maximum of two years imprisonment which is particularly harsh 
given what we are dealing with here. In order to do that, the 
provinces have to carry this out. I do not know what conversations 
have taken place with the provinces on this piece of legislation, but it 
creates a myriad of responsibilities that have not been fundamentall 
addressed. 
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Despite the fact that we are all proud of our flag, our symbols, and 
our emblems, I believe that the headaches created by this would 
really be too much to handle right now. That is why I would have 
suggested the member move a private member's motion, committing 
this House to the flag itself and the freedom to fly the flag, and not so 
much to the penalty phase of it. 


For example, there are so many questions that arise. I cannot stand 
in front members here today and hold up the Canadian flag. The 
Standing Orders say I cannot do that because it is a prop. Members 
are pointing to the flag that stands next to the Speaker. I cannot hold 
that flag because it is considered a prop. But it stands in its rightful 
place. So, there we have it. I have not been permitted to fly the flag, 
just as a point of reference. , 


Just by way of explanation, the bill has two orders. Primarily, the 
bill would give remedies that the court could use when someone is 
denied the right to fly the flag. They are restraining orders, 
injunctions, orders of compliance, and any such order necessary. The 
secondary punishments can be given at the discretion of the judge, 
including either a fine, the amount set at the discretion of the court, 
and again we go back to the provinces, or a prison term not to exceed 
two years. 


I heard the member speak earlier about the situation he had with 
the condo development people. It is a good point. I do not think, in 
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many of these cases, these people should be allowed to prohibit 
someone else from flying the national flag. 


What about provincial flags? It is the same story. If I am not 
mistaken, I believe provincial flags are also owned by the 
Government of Canada. So, why are provincial flags not in here 
as well? I would suggest that could be the case. 


The province of Quebec says that the provincial government 
buildings are not allowed to have many emblems on them regarding 
the Government of Canada, if I am not mistaken. Would we go to the 
province of Quebec and tell it we are going to serve it with an order 
and a prison term not exceeding two years and so forth? 


We can see the layers and the problems that we would face with 
this. I would respectfully say that despite the good intentions of the 
bill, there is nothing we could amend in committee that would ensure 
these intentions remain just that, good intentions, as opposed to the 
problems that we would create and the situations that I have 
illustrated here. 


It was tried in the United States in 2005. There were some changes 
that had to go through there. The bill was brought forward by 
Roscoe Bartlett. He was a member of the Republican Party and a 
member of the tea party faction of the party, if that actually exists. In 
any event, that is what he claimed. There were problems similar to 
what we are talking about here, and my hon. colleague from Jeanne- 
Le Ber mentioned the same thing. 


I suspect that if we were to debate it today, it should have been a 
motion as opposed to a bill. That is why we are voting against this 
right now. I think there is another way of going about doing this. The 
ramifications within this particular proposed legislation, despite the 
good intentions, are not that functional, especially when we are 
dealing with the fact that we have the Attorney General of Canada 
petitioning provinces about doing this, and they have not really been 
brought into the discussion, as well. I am sure they would like to see 
much the same for their own flags. 


I thank the House for this time, and I also would like to thank the 
member for his good intentions. 


© (1405) 


Mr. Jeff Watson (Essex, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise 
today in support of Bill C-288, a bill brought forward by our new 
colleague from Don Valley West, who I commend for taking up an 
important issue and creating a very important dialogue in the 


chamber. I encourage members to support this bill. It is important 


and I will get into the substance of it in just a moment. 


My colleague from Don Valley West is new to the chamber and 
has done a phenomenal job of bringing this issue to bear. I think all 
of us in this chamber recognize i the importance of our national 
symbols and what they mean to us and do for us. Our flag is a great 
symbol. It is a great expression of national unity and how we pull 
together. It is an expression of the values that we have in common, 
freedom, democracy, respecting the human rights of others and 
accepting that we are not ruled by the whim and dictates of an 
individual but we are all under the rule of law. 
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Those are very important values, which are not prevalent 
everywhere in the world, I might add, which is why a symbol, 
like our national flag, can become such an important point of hope 
for others. I am talking about others who seek to flee their own 
situations and come to a land of hope, such as the story of my 
biological mother and her oldest sister who left difficult economic 
conditions in eastern Europe in the late 1960s early 1970s to come to 
a place where there was economic hope and opportunity and the 
promise of starting a new life. 


The flag also represents the hope and values that others wish to 
have in their own countries and hope to bring to their own countries 
some day. The flag is important because of its ability to inspire us. I 
am now in my eighth year as a member of Parliament, which is a 
great privilege, and every day when I leave this building I look up 
over my shoulder at the flag flying at the top of the Peace Tower and 
it never fails to take my breath away. It is a great thing. 


I have to say that I am a little troubled by what I am hearing from 
the opposition with regard to this bill. The member for Jeanne-Le 
Ber questioned the government's priorities. First, this is a private 
member's bill, not a government bill. We should clarify the two right 
off the bat. 


In terms of individual member's priorities, a bill that deals with the 
national flag of Canada and the right of every Canadian citizen to fly 
that flag is probably better than the bill introduced by the New 
Democrat member for Windsor West who wants to ensure that there 
is proper labelling for things that contain cat fur. In terms of the 
quantum of priorities, the right to fly a flag or to be notified if there is 
cat fur in a product, I know which priority I think is more important. 


I have been told that the New Democrats do not see desecrating 
our flag as offensive. That troubles me. In fact, that disturbs me. This 
is not about a right to disassociate from flying the flag. This is about 
restoring the balance between those who are denied the right by 
those who are the elite seeking to deny them. That is what this bill 
hopes to address. 


When I listen to Liberal members, I am troubled as well. This bill 
is not about pride. It is about being denied the free expression of that 
pride, which is incredibly important. 


@ (1410) 


Listening to members' interventions brings up a curious oddity for 
me. Opposition members, be they New Democrats or Liberals, have 
no problem imposing fines and jail sentences on Canadians who do 
not fill out a long form census, but they will not support a bare 
minimum fine for someone who would urinate on the flag. That is 
desecrating the flag. It is in the bill. Apparently they have no 
problem with that, but sock it to the Canadian who does not fill out a 
long form census. I am astonished by that position. In fact, I am 
almost embarrassed that that position has been brought forward in 
the House, but it is their right. Notwithstanding that, I hope that 
members will come back to exactly what this legislation is about. 


The member for Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor 
said that a motion should have been brought forward and not a 
bill. I will remind the member that a motion would not deal with the 
issues that may be uncomfortable for members to deal with, like the 
desecration of the flag. 


Private Members' Business 


We are challenged with a bill today. It is not a perfect bill but it is a 
good bill on balance. I accept that there could be some changes to 
this. However, it is a step in the right direction, which is why I felt it 
was necessary to both second it and speak in favour of it. 


I hope all members, at bare minimum, will let this legislation get 
to committee and, if they want to make some changes to it that are 
within the scope of the bill, then let us go ahead and do that. Maybe 
the jail sentence is too much. Fair enough. Maybe it could be the 
bare minimum of a fine. However, there should be something to 
acknowledge that Canadians have the right to fly the flag and that 
right should be respected. 


It should not be up to a homeowners association to decide that a 
veteran in my community in Lake Shore cannot fly a flag over his 
garage because others do not like the way it looks or it violates some 
rule of the homeowners association. That is bunk. The bill would 
remedy that situation. This issue has been in the newspapers back 
home and the homeowners association does not care about the bad 
press. It thinks it is still right. I say that it is not. 


We need a bill like this. People who put their lives on the line for 
this flag deserve to have their right backed up and they deserve to 
have a Parliament that will stand behind them on that. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise to discuss Bill C-288. 
I want to begin by thanking the hon. member for Don Valley West 
for his speech and for what seems to be a commendable intention. I 
congratulate him. His speech was very respectful, unlike some other 
speeches I have heard recently in the House. 


I would, however, like to talk about the flaws in the bill. We 
cannot really attack the intent of the bill, which is commendable. 
However, this is a bill that will add another clause to the Criminal 
Code. It is therefore a relatively serious issue and it deserves to be 
addressed. 


The bill lists three main conditions with regard to the Canadian 
flag: that it be displayed in a manner befitting this national symbol, 
that it not be displayed for an improper purpose or use, and that it not 
be subjected to desecration. These are three important conditions for 
allowing a person to display a flag. 


One of the main flaws is that there is absolutely no definition of 
what constitutes a manner befitting this national symbol. And what 
does it mean to display a flag for an improper purpose or use? Even 
the definition of desecration seems complex. I think we can all agree, 
but knowing the limits of the definition of desecration is not so ° 
obvious. 
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For example, much is being said about condos and homeowners' 
associations. We can also talk about people living in condos or 
rented houses who want to use a flag as a curtain. Is that an improper 
use of a flag? I think that if we are talking about a flag as a symbol 
that should be treated with respect, some people might take issue 
with that use. If a flag is used as a door or a curtain between two 
rooms, is that a proper use of the flag? Some reasonable people 
might not think so. 


I think this bill is quite flawed in terms of how the use of the flag 
is defined. Although the hon. member for Don Valley West wants to 
ensure that this bill contributes positively to the discussion, I think it 


might complicate the discussion between members of homeowners' 


associations and condo associations. 


Another aspect of this bill—making the offence in question a 
crime—has already been raised in this chamber. Once again, I 
definitely understand that the member for Don Valley West wants to 
improve dialogue and discussion about this matter. However, 
criminalizing something and taking sides in a dispute can cause 
problems. By passing this bill, the Government of Canada would be 
taking sides in any dispute involving a Canadian flag, and that would 
tip the balance in favour of one party over the other party, which 
might have legitimate objections in a dispute. 


For that reason, I fully support the arguments of my colleague 
from Jeanne-Le Ber, who said that this type of discussion should 
probably take place at the municipal level, where matters pertaining 
to residences and property are handled. The discussion would be 
much more appropriate at that level. Discussions could also take 
place at the provincial level. However, at the federal level, we are 
talking about criminalizing a dispute involving a national symbol. 
The dispute is also about how land or property is divided, and the 
rules that are agreed to and applied by property owners. 


I believe that the bill goes much too far by introducing 
criminalization and that it does not achieve the purpose intended 
by the member for Don Valley West, who wants to create a dialogue. 
In the end, it may prevent dialogue and polarize any dispute that 
could arise in similar cases. 


I would also like to say, and this has been mentioned, that there is 
no flag crisis at the moment. There are isolated and regrettable 
incidents because the parties in a dispute about displaying the flag 
cannot come to an agreement. However, introducing a private 
member's bill that would increase criminalization or add another 
article to the Criminal Code is probably excessive in the 
circumstances. 


@ (1415) 


Another one of the issues that was raised by the hon. member for 
Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor is the double standard. 


We know full well that, based on the rules of the House, the Board 
of Internal Economy has already decided that flags cannot be flown 
in the windows of Parliament Hill offices. However, this issue was 
raised by a media outlet, which mentioned the existence of a double 
standard: one for ordinary Canadians and one for Parliament Hill. 


The member for Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor has 
‘already pointed this out but, if we had to resolve a dispute or make a 
decision in this regard—as one of your predecessors did—I would 


surely not like to see you be given a prison sentence of two years for 
a ruling contrary to the essence or intent of a bill, even though I 
know that members of the House benefit from parliamentary 
privilege. 


The fundamental issue here is that there is a double standard. We 
cannot impose on the House what we want to impose on Canadians, 
specifically members of homeowners associations and condomiiuim 
associations. 


I would like to point out another issue, namely, that of freedom of 
expression. The goal is to allow people to express themselves more 
freely or to give them the opportunity to express their patriotism by 
flying the Canadian flag without anyone preventing them from doing 
so. It is important to realize that freedom of expression is currently 
protected under the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Any 
dispute that may occur about the flying of the flag—and these are 
usually arguments between two or three individuals or among small 
groups of people—can be resolved by the mechanisms in place to 
ensure that the provisions of the Charter are upheld. Once again, 
although the intent of the bill may be commendable and although no 
one in this House wants to attack this intent in any way, the fact 
remains that the bill seeks to remedy a situation that is already 
covered by the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 


Fourth—and this will be my last point—I mentioned that there 
was a problem with the definitions and the way in which some of the 
conditions set out in the bill are defined. The fact that the bill is so 
vague and yet so broad could result in unpredictable situations that 


may be a little bit embarrassing. The bill tries to cover almost any 


controversy that could arise, even though most of these controversies 
seem to pertain to very similar situations. For example, associations 
of homeowners or condominium owners. 


I will give an example that has been brought up by the media. The 
current member for Vaughan on the government side was formerly 
the Ontario Provincial Police commissioner. Six years ago, while 
carrying out his duties during the incidents in Caledonia, he arrested 
a protester, or rather a counter-protester. This person was arrested for 
flying a Canadian flag during the counter-protest. According to this 
clause, would the member for Vaughan, while exercising his duties 
as Ontario Provincial Police commissioner, have been subject to 
punishment? Once again, I do not think that was the intent of this 
bill, but the way it is currently written could lead to embarrassing 
and unpredictable situations that could cause a lot of problems for 
law enforcement that the member for Don Valley West did not 
intend. 


Honestly, if I examine the merits rather than the intent of this bill, I 
see that the bill as drafted is much too vague and imprecise. It tries to 
resolve a problem that arises only in very isolated and often similar 
situations— disputes among two, three or four individuals. These 
could be resolved amicably or through mediation, without such 
heavy-handed measures as a fine or prison sentence under the 
Criminal Code. 
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I would like to ask the member if he would withdraw the bill to try 
to improve it, as has been mentioned. Because opportunities to make 
amendments in committee are limited, it would be appreciated if he 
would withdraw the bill and improve it by taking into account the 
problems mentioned. 


It is difficult to support the bill in its current form. 

@ (1425) 
[English] 

Mr. Dan Albas (Okanagan—Coquihalla, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it 
is an honour for me to rise today and express my support for Bill 
C-288, , an act respecting the national flag of Canada. The bill would 
ensure that Canadians would not be prevented from proudly 
displaying our national flag. 


In my riding of Okanagan—Coquihalla, we have many retired 
veterans. We have two veteran settlement communities that were 
created after the Second World War. To this very day, veterans still 
proudly call these communities home. Just last week, it was an 
honour to announce funding for a cenotaph in the veteran settlement 
community of West Bench. A former member of the House and 
mentor to me, Fred King, is a proud veteran who lives in the wartime 
settlement community of Kaleden. 


However, many veterans have reached a point in time where they 
now live in a strata community, perhaps a condo, a townhouse or an 
apartment. Some of these veterans are prevented from flying the 
Canadian flag. 


The Canadian flag has a unique history. It was through national 
debate and the participation of over 2,000 citizens who submitted 
designs that a new flag was finally chosen in 1964. 


The Canadian flag is the legacy of inclusion. We should take note 
of this inheritance as we make a decision today. Did the 
parliamentarians at that time realize the overarching impact of their 
decision? I think they did. It is for this reason that such care was 
given to the selection. 


The Canadian flag is an important symbol of our great nation, of 
its core values and natural history, a flag that all Canadians can 
proudly display. Yet some Canadians are prevented from doing so. I 
support the principle of this bill because I believe it is time to change 
that. 


As Canadians, we have all stood tall on Canada Day and felt that 
immense sense of pride in the love of our country. We have felt it 
while singing the national anthem at a hockey game, while watching 
our triumphs at the Olympic games or overseas through the 
contributions made by our brave troops on behalf of all Canadians. 


The Canadian flag is more than the material it is made from. It is a 
symbol to all of us that makes Canada a truly great country. It is a 
symbol of excellence, of inclusion, of tolerance, of making the world 
a better place. It is a reminder and one that I submit should not be 
denied. 
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The Canadian flag is the most visible and recognized symbol of 
Canada. When people come together, there is but one symbol to 
choose. The distinctive maple leaf has become a symbol of pride for 
Canadians from every walk of life and from every part of this nation. 
The flag inspires Canadians. Athletes, guides and scouts, school 
groups, service clubs such as the Rotary Club and Kiwanis, groups 
that serve their communities are inspired to contribute to their 
country, which is recognizable through the main symbol of the flag. 


Above and beyond any other institutional affiliation, it is the flag 
that is used to unify people. Canadians feel close to the flag. They 
feel a sense of ownership. What place could be more important for 
its display than from their own homes? 


For people to fly the flag in their place of residence is to make a 
statement about where they belong and what is important to them. 
The message of the flag is always one of unity and purpose of 
freedoms and acceptance. Canadians should be free to fly the flag, 
free to see it in every part of the country, from villages to cities, from 
tiny islands to the highest towers. The flying of the flag is a time- 
honoured tradition that binds Canadians to our shared past and is 
with us on each new challenge. It is important for Canadians to be 
able to continue to pass on the customs and practices of diverse 
regions and cultures that make this country great. The flying of the 
flag is a key part of the Canadian identity. It identifies us and brings 
us together. 


I speak today on behalf of the flag. It has a distinguished history 
that has united Canadians for generations and will continue to do so 
for many years to come. 


I believe that the bill does require some further fine tuning and 
agree with some of the comments made by my colleagues with 
respect to the penalties. I believe these concerns can and should be 
addressed at the committee stage. 


I ask all members of the House to be mindful of this and to unite 
behind the flag. 


May our Canadian flag always fly freely across this nation from 
the homes of any and all who wish to participate in what it means to 
be Canadian. 

@ (1430) 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The time provided 
for the consideration of private members' business has now expired 
and the order is dropped to the bottom of the order of precedence on 
the order paper. 


[Translation] 


Before adjourning, I would like to wish all members and staff of 
this chamber a good weekend. I hope they travel safely every 
weekend. 


[English] 


It being 2:31 p.m., this House stands adjourned until Monday at 
11 a.m., pursuant to Standing Order 24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 2:31 p.m.) 
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Blanchette DEN eu. cacao de ee a one WouwiseHebertc 20 ee "0 Onébecr eur. NDP 
Blanchette lamothe. Lysane. 7e. the cd tees Pierrefonds—Dollard ........... OUST ASS Shae RSR. NDP 
Blaney, Hon. Steven, Minister of Veterans Affairs ................... Lévis—Bellechasse ............. Québec ee me pees AGC 
(BR AN A | EET SS ote ee Oe NAR Atos ee Cee cee Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar Saskatchewan ............ CPG 


Province of Political 
Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
Boivin, Francoise 1). nec i SNS ee PECANS COLES Le ROI TRO Sitar CHiCbec ee NDP 
BorgsCharhaine 1e RE «bee ave eme ere Terrebonne—Blainville ......... Quebec 2a. rer NDP 
BGligte I AV. cee «ee Oe ee he a) RE tas eee PA SOr cre. EUR SR Saskatchewan ............ Cre 
BoulericesAtlexandre pes eos tease here oie Pease Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie.... Québec ................... NDP 
Boutin-Sweet,. Marjolaine... <2 Aue es ME eden ss ole Hoche ra or tanya ans Pa Québeciiit meer Se NDP 
Brant TARN ete Saint-Jean RS ACER ARE Québec Sse NDP 
BTS PETER ee M eee arenes Kitchener — Waterloo ........... OntAHO ME a eee CPE 
BTCHRTEUZR CANAL DER 08 here EEE Yorkton—Melville .............. Saskatchewan ............ CPC 
Brison Hon: SCORE RE es cic ee ee ARS ASS ae Kings Hans Re Bee nce NOVANCONA ER Lib. 
BrosscaniRUtR PCG so. stenotic een kc on Ma ek rae tee creme Berthier—Maskinongé.......... QUÉBEC saver. eee NDP 
Browns COTON EE RE ere Sar ae Eee ER ee a: MIS eS Leeds—Grenville ............... Ontario’: ee CRE 
Brown, Lois, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of International 
COOPeTALION Et ri Ne SE Rae we aM AN Newmarket—Aurora............ COMAPI RE eete ere CEE 
BOW Ns Patrick nt), oot AE en NE saat BATTERIE Ontario! Re CPC 
Briinooge, RO Re rte Spa PAS nee qe Winnipes SOUR 7.205... Manitoba. nwecoccsah one CPE 
BE PA LE ea A NE à AT eee Cy wee Mississauga—Streetsville....... Oftario causes. eee CPC 
Byres Hon: Gerry ita anp amet attics ae seek Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Newfoundland and 
CIEE ie LT terme mtn ae Babradors sentient ones Lib. 
Calandra, Paul , Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Canadian 
HECTARES TE cn a a et tee cabins cer: Oak Ridges—Markham ........ CAPOT EPC 
CARS STATE Re de ee re ee NVETASKIWIN ER te ae AIDE sane eee ee CRE 
Cannan RON RE LS dar Tent eee SATE nh ee rete Kelowna—Lake Country....... British Columbia ........ CPC 
Carte bach, JOR dea. aaccs nes. tas Ne ree NA ET TE Don Vallew-Wests. rm as CIDIATIO Te cme CPC 
(Carn GUY pak as as be sche Pact te es eas eo USE TT Rimouski-Neigette— 
Témiscouata—Lés Basques. "Québec. 27, 2 NDP 
Carrie, Colin, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Health... Oshawa .......................... Ontario SEE eee CPC 
Casey Deane An tes aie Me tee Me LR cer Charlottetown. Re Prince Edward Island... Lib. 
CASA RATE rie taki Asie ak re Wieden AO DUR oa Re TE Davenport ed. Re. Ontario Re NDP 
Chariton Q@hris AE 3 eee Hamilton Mountain ............. Ontario: 520s eee eee NDP 
ChicomesSylvaitt 026. sc aerate 1263 Saw et ue AS Chateauguay—Saint-Constant.. Québec .................…. NDP 
ChisholmmRobett eons cece css ac eRe heck oes en En eee Dartmouth—Cole Harbour ..... INOva Scotian seen NDP 
CHISE Cornelis ere fc fades AT. ss des ope age ano a Pickering—Scarborough East .. Ontario ................... CRG 
Chong: “Hor, Michael mine SRE: 5 mers us Me Wellington—Halton Hills ...... Ontario: ss: tees CPC 
Choquctiel Wrancais se eh ROIS Drummond DAT sions Québeé.. men NDP 
Cho ONE ER centenaire O's aw aac PTS Trinity—Spadina ................ (NA TO 2.7 NDP 
Christopherson, David... SURO. aa. RME REA Hamilton Centre 12:04am, Ontario’. Uo NDP 
Clarke, ROO .cdiccdeesevaysan eer OASYS à esegt daa Melee’ Seve emer Desnethé—Missinippi— 
Churchill Rivera. eres Saskatchewan ............ CPE 
Cleary): Ryan res peta. NS pa termes = Newfoundland and 
St. John's South—Mount Pearl Labrador.................. NDP 
Clement, Hon. Tony, President of the Treasury Board and Minister 
for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern 
OO RE RE cee ea ee eae a ee ee ee Pe Parry Sound—Muskoka ........ CATIQN ikea eee CPE 
Codetres HOM. DENIS TERRE RE ee ne re Bourassa eer, ee ee eee OUÉDEC ME saree ee Lib. 
CORRE nee Sener La a SON Rae eee ee Windsor —Tecumseh............ OMUATIO Hs ne NDP 
Mote RAVMOnG CE sonoma ppp: MR Th clea tan etic sce NME Beauport—Limoilou ............ Quéhec: old ans teenie NDP 
Cotler; Ton. IRwiths src. ves asia tc te Siew ox toa DSP Ahem ate Mount Royall: Let seas xt: Che: RME Lib. 
(STOW GER JOAN RTE ES NE A SU ee de Nanaimo—Cowichan ........... British Columbia ........ NDP 
FU LC IN BRAIN MR hac ET NE on ANR EL A Au eee Skeena—Bulkley Valley........ British Columbia ........ NDP 
COMELTROGRER EURE ET RTS Mite ae RN ERS ct Cape Breton—Canso ........... NOVS, SCOU8 oa. senses 32s Lib. 


Darel: SR atacand: re SP M Mode mme Don Valley Fast enr CHAOS Re CPC 


Province of Political 
Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
s Davidson, Patricia............ Le Me ee ee Sarnia—Lambton ............... Ontanowes ace cate ee CRE 
DAVIES DON rane ue Fe ak ois TRI costa ROE OOD Vancouver Kingsway ........... British Columbia ........ NDP 
PaViICSs DOV ie. chug ce rl AMO a. Fee Ree Len NANCOUVER Baste ss 8550825855503 British Columbia ........ NDP 
Day Anne-Marie. ions ans tots se ert ae Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint- 
Charleswern scien en ee eae @uebecks sta oie NDP 
Dechert, Bob, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign 
RQ RE nat can dr data et ee Sa Mississauga—Erindale.......... ONAHOR ey ios aaueee GPE 
Del Mastro, Dean, Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister and 
to the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs ........................ RPIEDOIONON ee ee OI ALUS oe ce ahaa CPC 
DevolighiBaryriihe Acting Speaker... ne secluded ones serena Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes— 
SLOG Kamer: Seat ret SR ey OMA OMe ere TLC eC. 
Dewan vials fn nF eee eu ihe he. Laie eer es ee Ottawa Genie i ih EE COMATIOL sae det tpt oe NDP 
Dion, Hon. Stéphane, Saint-Laurent—Cartierville .................... Saint-Laurent—Cartierville..... ODÉDEC AR eta tote Lib. 
Dionne Wwabelle MPrerre Beas ogee sates Secs as MAR eats cha Rivière-du-=Nord. 1... 700 QUÉDÉC EEE eae NDP 
PU OTUICINV PARE ears cam aes Pee son ee ns Eu New Westminster—Coquitlam. British Columbia ...:.... NDP 
Dore: Welebyres Rosane ec saree et noe ae hy een a es PUT ed RE lAN TEE (HÉDeco se ne Le NDP 
DÉCRET evan tre seer: TR D AC A eae a Seana ad RCE) Gene naan neta mene ree AN ue Re RE takes: CRG 
DDG a NE EU OW ra TASSE ENT EAS RER Ra oss We Chambly—Borduas............. CON EICG LR PRE ue kas NDP 
Duncan, Hon. John, Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 
DC VEIODONCEL et Mb RTE a ack eee den AE à Bua Vancouver Island North ........ British Columbia ........ CPC 
DUCA PRAISE RE ne ne ne ila hire mare fe er a ae Btobicone Norte. CONEATIO Ss nce ee vite Lib. 
DUNCAN AT ae is nba ileal oe IY Sale Un ne eue. DEPOT UNE Edmonton—Strathcona ......... AIDÉS Aad cet eee NDP 
D'USSCAU MB IETE EURE nee cnc Penner nee oc ce ieee ees SNÉIDIOOKC EEE OHS HE ee NDP 
Dykstra, Rick, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Citizenship 
AC lie TAulONi SE aii eth Ronee? An eed ioe esa. En DERCANANNES". TS eme CAT re SIR ten CPC 
BastermerlOnee Wayile secrete te RE at coca act nema ne neta ieee REID CAUCE Re nes Prince Edward Island.... Lib. 
BRAGG VERO IMOTR ee ci arent EE arn eR cant ore sa eue abet ae Sydney—Victoria ............... Nova Seotias Peu Lib. 
Fantino, Hon. Julian, Associate Minister of National Defence ...... NaAUShAN es $n cps ee brake one cee ONATIO mics TE ee GPE 
Fast, Hon. Ed, Minister of International Trade and Minister for the 
AS MARA A TALOWAY rts CERN RE eens a eee ar AOC SION APR ete British Columbia ........ CPE 
Findlay, Kerry-Lynne D., Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
PSV EST, LL Agnes ERA A BA ea cer RE MR ARE Delta—Richmond East ......... British Columbia ........ CPE 
Finley, Hon. Diane, Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Dee lisminenit Pen NS is cine uate gae Haldimand—Norfolk ........... (OUMETSOYs Sheeasnnewocosen TE CPC 
Hhbherivallon Jim, Minister Of Finance :....2......... eagecnes Whitby—Oshawa ............... COMBO ashe sien 72e CPC 
Fletcher, Hon. Steven, Minister of State (Transport) ................. Charleswood—St. James— 
PASSIINIOO Absa ae a eee Manitoba... re CPC 
ATOS TOR AMEN PAR anna ARR ri dur mate MAS Newfoundland and 
Random—Burin—St. George's Labrador.................. Lib. 
OF EAN FTANOOIS west -coteie cesse Ne eee Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis— 
Matane—Matapédia ............ QUCDEC ETES PUR neces BQ 
PCC A ANT TCS ne ee EELS Me eee her ae Re Argenteuil—Papineau— 
Mirabe lenges As. Senne Oath sek Quebeck. Weer a NDP 
Pet bon. EU. Pate st ote ME SN eee | ote. olen Vancouver Centre. British Columbia ...... D LE 
EEF DST taal SET GO RCA ARR S E june  R YET gr PR PR AN 9 Ottawa—Orléans ................ ORCRO TER nantes CEE 
PE ULET a de 1e à) b tna REP ne ACER ETS Far Se a gt Naa Renfrew—Nipissing— 
Pembroke ti Jess rates adie CHATONS MINOR. CPC 
GATS AUB VLAN CAE Re ET an dimension RS PET ee Westmount—Ville-Marie ....... (ONE are eons fee Lib. 
TS PARLER aussi ans Gos mr nanas bee ens uaoatasass Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca ...... British Columbia ........ NDP 
De |G (CV ome ad SR Ne dutte rdc Gee eT dates Dee SACHET HER iki is RS OWE EGR tres. ee NDP 
MEMOS MATRA MONAUI AN ..65),.420 8 aecdnes cena M ee en iee Manicouagally tae ARE nee LUE LUE he ca NDP 
LE PAU LE RP EM RE cone Seas te ae ne er A emo Ga Marc-Aurèle-Fortin ............. DCR tee cer NDP 


Province of Political 

Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
CL PA MERS rue se SOR ON ares caro MN ARE Brampton—Springdale ......... Ontario. ss M CPE 
Glover, Shelly, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance. Saint Boniface................... MAO nc none CPE 
GOOM. Sols Re PR neo ee SET Acadie—Bathurst ............... New Brunswick.......... NDP 
Goguen, Robert, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice Moncton—Riverview—Dieppe New Brunswick.......... CPC 
GolrinieMPeter A sinter Le RE AE re RE DE Edmonton East. cent (Alberta i222 ay RARE CPC 
ineodale tion. Ralph. ee espece miens lei WASCAB Ata ne nn ee Saskatchewan ............ Lib. 
Goodyear, Hon. Gary, Minister of State (Science and Technology) 

(Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario) .. Cambridge....................... CORTAT Gare cee ee eee REX CPC 
Gosak Hon. BaliMinister of State (Spotl). ccc. 20. ures eas Bramalea—Gore—Malton..... ~ Oath Meas Meee tenes GRE 
Gourde, Jacques, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public 

Works and Government Services, for Official Languages and for Lotbiniére—Chutes-de-la- 

the Economic Development Agency for the Regions of Quebec .. Chaudière........................ QUÉDÉC REPARER CPC 
Grave lle SC ae RE tare cee TR ee ae Nickel Be RER enr OATO EE PR AT NDP 
Grewal. Nina: RASE RTE ARR 5 ene ea A et LR rte Fleetwood—Port Kells ......... British Columbia ........ CEE 
CirOsUNG, Sadia: etme cmon teeters ten haere ae enn aie ete meee ee eat Saint ELamberts se Rene CUÉDEC RENE tenes NDP 
Harper, Right Hon. Stephen, Prime Minister. .…..............0.... Calgary Southwest .............. Alberta: SR ieee ee CPC 
Harris; Dan: int Sine 2 ce Sareea aren AN on Taney à Een PR Scarborough Southwest......... Ontario AE NDP 
Hlatiis, ACROSS ne ne ey are ee Nera ees Newfoundland and 

St. Johnis Bast) 2e 2 me Babrador um. nits NDP 
Hastiss RICE cu tree eens manne tes eae ae ree em RE Cariboo—Prince George ....... British Columbia ........ CPE 
HL ASSAINI APRS AD ARE EE CR RE A ued hee UCR ARNE RM AR Verchéres—Les Patriotes ....... Québeot sees NDP 
lawns On. EAU SR RME tinker ss Aas ES ne eee Edmontoni@entreme eases ae Alberta CPC 
PR SE a rar hey ae wr ed An an tt An CR A A NES DatitiSter: Maries", Cntarley LE ANR ER PATES Cre 
PAC 9 a NE RER A RS sn ons cults Ae er nea NA aes South Surrey—White Rock— 

Cloverdale.“ acum) British Columbia ........ GPE 
Mile JO EP oe eet A baer ead eens Cash el eee se [LSA brat filam eeeaaisioens creo Albert TIRER CPC 
Hobacksanandy ete tants oetae te steer, RNA ee che eae meinccn Ibert.) 2 aaa see Saskatchewan ............ CEC 
Hoeppner, Candice, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public 

SATO SAR TOR Tiina aca cola pie EAN SERA ety ater tase Rae Portage—Lisgar ................. Manitobant 10m CPE 
LO LGET: SEGA Oke Meek DE A ES AV A Re Pee ee IPODAONAN EST ARE Ontario SEE CRE 
ESTE Rad PE Wh eR Ae tee” co erty lei Se in rat ARE A RE SEE ren Kingston and the Islands ....... CULATION. Re Lib. 
BU ghee C AGO. RAR nb a aes Messe oe oe Ree à A 2 Algoma—Manitoulin— 

RAPUSKRASINE TE ER eee ORAN Se NDP 
LE A a à AE OMR Re CA A on der LE men a Thunder Bay—Superior North. Ontario ................... NDP 
JAC OD PIC Cae Re cle te ne US NS A RU Brome—Missisquoi............. QUÉDEC 0 eee eee NDP 
JAIDOS. ROMANE nee ont ie RE te aeons nt Des eta Scarborough Centre............. OntaniO Se sees CPC 
TERI, DONS Robie een eae aarti Reagan deen Cae te oe de ek CU Fort McMurray—Athabasca ... Alberta ................... CPE 
OA Peter... ee noces de Ale mtr RS ENTER ARE ues Burnaby—New Westminster... British Columbia ........ NDP 
Kamp, Randy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Fisheries Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge— 

and Oceans and for the Asia-Pacific Gateway ...................... IMMISSION LR ewe hee eee British Columbia ........ CRE 
Karvetannis, on oJ. te ct SR a i eels Scarborough—Agincourt ....... ONATIOE ess canes sonra Lib. 
Keddy, Gerald, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Interna- 

tional Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency and for 

the. A Cantic Crate way Son RS ie en tise: Meda pate cane South Shore—St. Margaret's ... Nova Scotia.............. CPC 
Royan Mattheur — acto sens ution aeieealic eabager antes ee eee Beaches—East York ............ OntAam ae Er EEE NDP 
Kenney, Hon. Jason, Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 

DUC AR ARISING ES SN 0 cones acme OR 70 Calgary Southeast.....:......:. IRIDEEIA vax tds pane eres CPC 
Kent, Hon. Peter, Minister of the Environment 2.2.2... + DORE Re ee co ONE ET <5 ack eae CPC 
LAVE SE RE PR maces Soren. a eee a ET ee WES UNOValicey ca stvan cane ney ea: Nova SCO... 0 EPC 
OMR ESS RTE aks Panne ee Anaya D NE Souris—Moose Mountain ...... Saskatchewan ............ CPC 


Satpal OEY | cs ae Said oy vo NT Rs eta ARE ema Prince Edward—Hastings ...... CERTES pere Cre 


Province of Political 

Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
Lake, Mike, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Industry ... Edmonton—Mill Woods— 

DONS a fy ahh cia avira AIBÉTHA ES PR eve e CPC 
I AMOUTCUR ER E VIE A EN Re een NEO WannipessNorth. 7... Manitoba... Lib. 
Lapoite CHEANCOIS, Parrain re NE At Montmagny—L'Islet— 

Kamouraska—Riviére-du-Loup Québec ................... NDP 
Prose OM RraniGOisy so. 5. UMR ss ass aa RER ant ur CRÉDEGUNE SAS te NDP 
Eatendresse; Alexandrine …...Sfao0h ue ARR ee oie Louis-Saint-Laurent............. QUeDEG ES. ME NDP 
zénith. mao. Rien Aa Stormont—Dundas—South 

ES OTE 6 A RO ene Ar ONAL ae sear IRON: GPC 
LAVE HER MTC IED Om meaner ae. Monessen ee pacts Laurier—Sainte-Marie.......... OURDES Fist Eh cto Galea NDP 
Lebel, Hon. Denis, Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 

Communities and Minister of the Economic Development Agency 

DECO TO tne Reslons Of QUEDÉCEN TNT Ne ee mast aes Roberval—Lac-Saint-Jean...... CUED EET, NME SATs ks CPC 
Jigs Vee Gia 5 bi Olah B11 Ce ap ee meres a Rie ae DO ee HÉAUSEJOUD ee NM caves cose: New Brunswick.......... Lib. 
PORC ICI ME PO Le sante mets RAL ee Pl Lasalle =Emardi ieee) OED OG au fy coer te wate NDP 
nl AR one Me ects a MUR OD ey Ree ne ee cree YOK GI aes cote Mere ce ae CPE 
Leitch, Kellie, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Human 

Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of Labour Simcoe—Grey .................. Ontane FRE CPC 
Lemieux, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 

an oi Goo Pt MR SR PERTE LUS LRU PR Ie Pen CSN te Glengarry—Prescott—Russell . Ontario ................... CPC 
ES on EEE CAE oo TRE RE SEP EL LAON LRQ Free REUTERS. ner tee ty ena EEE EEE Nova Seotid..is..51 te ic NDP 
Leung, Chungsen, Parliamentary Secretary for Multiculturalism .... Willowdale ...................... OMAN Vie ere CPC 
ERATE ON ne or. sso ons w ashes) hues uae ad ae eee ee DUR Riviére-des-Mille-Iles ........... QUÉDEC RME APR EEE NDP 
ZONE SANTE ce dss ou pe UE Sn ne ee A Mississauga East—Cooksville . Ontario ................... CPC 
EOD OSPR CR Meee ee ne Glenys een eee eee ee? Huron=—Biuces see. oe ee Ontario pene a eee CPC 
Lukiwski, Tom, Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Regina—Lumsden—Lake 

Goverimentin the House of Commons ico. Re CIRO Meteors aris. Re Saskatchewan ............ CPC 
WON et comes See ee eee Re Nanaimo—Alberni .............. British Columbia ........ CPC 
MACAUR NEO lawrence | teen etaient Re CO (CANTOR ERIC Ce Prince Edward Island... Lib. 
MacKay, Hon. Peter, Minister of National Defence .................. CeEntTAINO VAR RAA INovatScotiane Re CPC 
MACKENZIE AD AVE RE eRe ici 7 cia LSet eae selene hee eRe eae Oxford seer wake an hae ne Ontario en ewes CPC 
RME OO RE = eue ss sue Shige s soeur ed ARS) DEN ER Brossard—La Prairie ........... CUÉDEC SAT oss NDP 
MASON WA TE sn. mere teks RE Retraite M RC Dee Hamilton East—Stoney Creek. Ontario ................... NDP 
DU EE LT EL TS RE ete D DE RE ree ee WibmipesiCentre. 521.000, Wanttoba’ es eee. NDP 
NIASS OMR TA RARE Seok ke nn QT oar A, ee ee Windsor West nue Ontantous SR EE RUN NDP 
VIGINVSSENAIICRE mn PRn.220. cocon London—Fanshawe............. CHARAN IO ate ha ans ele ae NDP 
EA EPA DE Dee sense rs cecile te A RU Saanich—Gulf Islands.......... British Columbia ........ GP 
EL Ca, DIR lice ce SRG Im NT SAN Ne Okanagan—Shuswap ........... British Columbia ........ CEO 
IMeCalhimttton: LOM cet: «open: Os sas tacts ela teat co ere eee Markham—Unionville.......... OntanOvereete cece ee Lib. 
MC Coleman Phileereer RS eae Eee BTADLE LR ek ae Ontario wae beat CPC 
HUE EE Lt VAR ENITIAA ae en ng Ye awit PRE RENE RUE une, PART Offer Soul OHO eens ADR Lib. 
ACK Ay WAGON ORNE. cu Se nome 220 oats omarion van etn na ONSEN aaa Scarborough—Guildwood...... ERI tee Lib. 
McLeod, Cathy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Kamloops—Thompson— 

REV CIC ee eek tee eh Et eer PE CO A ss eee ere CAIPOD PME RE sains 2 British Columbia ........ CPC 
RECRC CURIS OOSEAS TL Eres) EE nn ee meena Richmond: bitline: nr hs: NATO Lats cer CPC 
Menzies, Hon. Ted, Minister of State (Finance) ...................... MACIEOA RARE ee AIDER RENTE LEE rene CPG 
Merrifield aronstROb AREAS. eet ie D Re ee eee eee Vellowheadies ence set seas ee Albertans. 23 ee ae CRE 
WMichalid> Plaines. ek. Me Aa eee Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier...... Québec NDP 
is FES pia C200 PE TA or Si ne Bh ord WA ne a AR, a RE Sy c Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound... Ontario ................... CPC 
AMOS, DIRES A2 menant Sante eee recente eee men An TE Abitibi—Témiscamingue ....... CHÉPDEC RER ek Soe NDP 


Province of Political 

Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
Moore, Hon. James, Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Port Moody—Westwood—Port 

Languages. 4h 0 ts MAC Et mn LEE SONIA Xe 77. British Columbia ........ CPC 
Moore, Hom. Rob: 6.8. Om woot niece mines eee OMR Had RONA 222. New Brunswick.......... CRE 
Morin Dany. ‘mit tastes Rineoscincs mr atmo Janet Meee . Chicoutimi—Le Fjord .......... Québec iecads vs 2808 NDP 
Monn, ulsabellery eee A es Re Sarre. went ans SR renee eats Notre-Dame-de-Grace— 

Devel Winter neie: Galena nr re: Québec +720 NDP 

Morin: Marc-Andre, ck oc can REA UN Ares En Laurentides —Labelle ........... Québec. eee NDP 
Mornin Marie-Claude 5. crctactomers-rtecte-risivas- eee cet eae era ne Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot........ Québec es ec NDP 
Montant Mana ne ee PRIMES EN he ao) RE ANR Ahuntsic. eee: 3 Québec Rene BQ 
IMulcair FO Mas re ee RS MR Le Outremon tees ee eee Qué er eer NDP 
Murray; Joycobietenmnte Sire ies. Ge ee) Bee ee, AE Sow, Vancouver Quadrar eee à British Columbia ........ Lib. 
NOMME RICE ARNO ENS ENT NU PMR ER AR ane Longueuil—Pierre-Boucher .... Québec ................... NDP 
NASA Peg yer ci eo Oa eee GL eee ee oe RA pee Parkdale—High Park ........... CAO eee At NDP 
NICRONS MAMIE" RL es eee den ARR re RAR RENE EE Vaudreuil-Soulanges ............ QUÉDEC PRE RER NDP 
Nicholson, Hon. Rob, Minister of Justice and Attorney General of 

Canada ER Ne RE net copain Niagara ali mere. ONTATIO RES EUR EEE CPC 
INOTIOCKARACR 35.05 ER fees tre are ne nine ee la NET Northumberland—Quinte West Ontario ................... CPE 
NUTez MED HIOSÉ RE ce PT en ama aie ce CP ee AVAL RER ER eae Québec es a NDP 
O'Connor, Hon. Gordon, Minister of State and Chief Government 

DURID RAR PRE tn Cd tan Carleton—Mississippi Mills... Ontario ................... CPC 
DNA don TUE SE vice alc ve eee CS nn MitimicRial ay. Fees." New Brunswick.......... CPC 
Obhrai, Deepak, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign 

FAR RTE en KRM ASE IN Rie Pt. mel ane Ne LUE COTE sete a: AIDE. TE RES CPC 
Oda, Hon. Bev, Minister of International Cooperation ............... DURANT ONMATOSARREN ARRET CRE 
Oliver, Hon. Joe, Minister of Natural Resources ..................... Eglinton—Lawrence............ ONMATO LR EE TRS CPC 
QT LAN "| RSR RE ET te oe OT ET Regie pl dent AT voue pie Étobicoke Centre rare Ontattoga ta... SRE CRE 
RACEHIE MASSING LIRE ae ee ee oe Re PE ee eee Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel .. Québec ................... Lib. 
Papillons Annick se Fitness ocean, A thas, Late cn. Mawar Québec: fo. Fda Se eee: QUÉDÉCE eee te eer NDP 
Paradis, Hon. Christian, Minister of Industry and Minister of State À 

TO LE CS RAR AR TE A A ee En ON PO UE PRE LG re Mégantic—L'Erable............. QUES «rec. tienen eee LPC 
EAN RON Qi (0178 PNA EPA A er RO ol Ni Ue MSN ARE SRE Jonquière—Alma ............... QOUEDÉC PER RES NDP 
PavNO Sa Vane cide LR A ST RO ren Pad aa Medicine Hatem. 2. AIDÉ EE ere CEU 
Péclet- Eves, vccsthracce eet ote iste tea Se wer cn eae La Pointe-de-I'fle................ Quebec eee NDP 
Penashue, Hon. Peter, Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs and Newfoundland and 

President of the Queen's Privy Council for Canada ................ labrador eee re FAO PRE <t rence EPC 
RereauleyNianons everest mee LR ce ee Montcalm Se sass. Ouebeceay as RER NDP 
Pilon? Fraficois:)..1.(. UN? BEE ops CORRAL URSS oe Lavali-Lesriles hum Québec his: oe NDP 
Rlamondon Louis ESP AMAR TA EL RACE ne NT RME" AU] Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet— 

BÉCARCOUT Rs eds he... QUEDEC es en BQ 

Poilievre, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 

Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the Federal 

Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario ............. Nepean—Carleton .............. COD NS RAR € CEC 
Préstoninioe it AU vat Soe Scarab aaa RS eld tee ane i Elgin—Middlesex—London ... Ontario ................... CPC 
Onachw4nne Minh Fons een HR cute steep Beauharnois—Salaberry ........ CT... ere NDP 
RaewHon SB Ober EE NE LL RARE NE ice cee ite a Re lorobto: CENT. 2 OffaAoB SE 5... kee Lib. 
Rafterty Mohn cs, Linnpes Deals Bros at A et Thunder Bay—Rainy River.... Ontario ................... NDP 
Raitt on Lisa Minister of Laboume M eee AO RAR ne Le Se Ontario nos... eae CRC 
Rajotte lames PPS, MES, ES ROUTE tani is hei SEL Edmonton—Leduc .............. NIDÉRS 24. tk. net eng CPC 
Raihgeberm Brent \ 0050-0. 22e vu Mans nr ee ir ess Edmonton—St. Albert.......... ADO er eee CPC 
RavitnatyMlathion v3 000 .50.4 pig t As eB PONTIAC Serer as cae cee eee CNICUCE Pre pit Gee NDP 


Rayrawlt: Francine sh ses. Rae cnt tienes celia ee eto at eae LEE FORCER mart gents e cae Sante COMCOCS aout Ms NDP 


Province of Political 
Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
Resa HO GOOG ices une de OMR ee nine [+ EVN EAA ICS RER Noya Scotia... pute Lib. 
PRC A COtt das Men RM Ade dr UE aan MSP NN Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox 
ANA TNEONE PAP eee. OMATIOR EME ARR CPE 
Rempel, Michelle, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of the 
ENGINE Ce facie ct ret. Sola erg ad Bar's cinie ci clebicn «Sea aoe ten Calgary Centre-North........... He loge) alae pelt pe CPC 
RICDATAS MB ARE 22095 2 rene raat de oe oe eee Vit DIR OSCAR Racy ea LA A rye Albertan ren. Cee 
RSAC ALL NB tat ass: MC TRE RP Rn ce ee CAIN CENTS 0212-2000 Alberta urnes ni CPC 
Rickford, Greg, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, for the Canadian 
Northern Economic Development Agency and for the Federal 
Economic Development Initiative for Northern Ontario............ Kenora: ia APRES Ontario Mae RE CPC 
Ritz, Hon. Gerry, Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister tor the Canadian: Wheat’ Board: 2410 MR RIT Battlefords—Lloydminster ..... Saskatchewan ............ CPE 
POUSSE ICANN! EL Sakae Cane hc Mates ee RP ae pr On . Compton—Stanstead ........... Qucbeoss rite =. SAE, NDP 
DU Re OMe an amet owe toa 2 ns nce UE ee ene UE Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik 
ECV OU asso sian abr ora) saa QuéDépre Three Patt nde. NDP 
SAaNGHUR aS Dipper ad bans RENE Eee SUN A eet neta et pee Slaten, INGA Megnoncouurneooonson British Columbia ........ NDP 
Savoie, tentes Lhe-Deputy Speaker ©... 0.262. 2 25e each ee ees NAGIDr ANS enr Adis San os. contre British Columbia ........ NDP 
Saxton, Andrew, Parliamentary Secretary to the President of the 
Treasury Board and for Western Economic Diversification ........ NO VANCOUVER... nears British Columbia ........ CRE 
BAL DAC SSI ADCISS 1.2 AU. cree Te accel Bäc-Saint-Louis ........,1....: LIHÉDOON cas TE tee Lib. 
Scheer, Hon. Andrew, Speaker of the House of Commons.......... Regina—Qu'Appelle............ Saskatchewan ............ CRC 
BERELICHMCPOCENGTATY cries erie cette rece agi fea eee ae Renee Perth—Wellington .............. CHALET Rene CPC 
CCD ACK MIC UIE tert See MM AL, ar on CR PT ARR DramMpwow Westar dere re Charonne CPC 
Dean D AURA. MON RETENIR RS Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert..... Québec sara e NDP 
SOON OL LS MT ee cee hs Cate Lo ec Sake ta tale TE VOTER COLTER S Aas is Pade AT à Ontario yess NES EPA Lib. 
Shea, Hon. Gail, Minister of National Revenue ...................... GMO tes SERRE eee Prince Edward Island.... CPC 
LPL) EUS Se ree eel as a aA AE PEED PLE ED ao bac cic ir Lambton—Kent-—Middlesex.:. Ontario ........... 00 CPC 
SRG TIC VACHE eee anc a oto cua sdrelycd oth va 2.4 cute L ENS Calvary Northeast is 282. ADOT MAIRE eee ey CPC 
SCT MS ot Rey naivety te ee sce wie ed CRT eh des de Bonavista—Gander—Grand Newfoundland and 
Falls Windsor... Rabradoren iat ee Lib. 
SUMS, JIMNY SO CINU CLA ee ee ee AUTRE SE OR RER Newton—North Delta .......... British Columbia ........ NDP 
Diesdwalesall” Kathi ance ttre. LAURE. See ee oe cetera Scarborough—Rouge River.... Ontario ................... NDP 
SUN OV tial SAS ain Seb a aad aR RRR ESS bio Shei SPs Kildonan—St.. Paul ....2.2...... Manitoba "rem CPE 
BUICK DR ODOTE en pds as tcl coins «nse so One LS ee Um Dauphin—Swan River— 
Marquette wd... Se eee eso MAO ARE tsisassaaaesc CPC 
SOTERSONAR OUI nn use messe ect AE EE te CTOWIOO EE RER ee Alberta CPC 
D EE RL Saint-Maurice—Champlain..... OUSDEC THe tetra atic NDP 
Manon SP AIUCE. Lille ACARE Speaker... ete ape neetcome ame Dico INOTMDA ES, <a ae. (Ontario thee een ee GPC 
M NRC oO ee RCT Feel hea Burnaby—Douglas.............. British Columbia ........ NDP 
SIDE MOTS gon ee Ren RA RO OUR oi acces oon ood done ue Sackville—Eastern Shore ...... NovaiScotamemr 2 NDP 
S TOUS CI ESTATE PR oak oe oe a ser core en ne EU eee Westlock—St. Paul ............. AIDOTTAR em ee CRE 
SEE LN CIS, ip 1 te a CP PE PST RSME NS AN Ah Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon.... British Columbia ........ CPC 
Stallivan MMi Kees bien ne Se ores den cesar an eae er eee York South—Weston ........... ONANO nce foe ok ea NDP 
SES 0 RS ii no Ancaster—Dundas— | 
Flamborough—Westdale ....... ONCATIG ae a eae Pme CRG 
“TAT OES TT CRE ee asa se DRE RSME Sette Sey ir SUCDUTY oe cet Se re à à CHAOS ES Er cts NDP 
TO D EN RE ARE RE EE Bo not soos. Dufferin—Caledon.............. On tariors ne renoue CRE 
TRS I RGN aes nee) a1, een ro SCO ca lice Ones ue IOC ORIG GT oc Ann Ae Elmwood—Transcona .......... Manitobameseen ee eee CRC 
Toews-Hon.-Vic; Minister.of Public: Safety.....ss..m. sms. TOVeNnchELE me nae Manitoba CRE 
CROCS TIMES NILE, Orr Rice OT Re AR ARENA Ce Se Bat cs Uti. Gaspésie —Îles-de-la-Madeleine Québec ................... NDP 


Province of Political 
Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
TremblayJô6nathäan. 25350250 Wet. AMOR ONT teen 4 Montmorency—Charlevoix— 
Hlaute-Gôte-Nord.27... eek Québec: see.) eee NDP 

TOSS BAGS, BOWE ce Soci hee A I oo iva Len ut Ae Saskatoon—Humboldt.......... Saskatchewan ............ SPE 
Trottier) Bernadette ER M NS TUTO OR =e akcoercuta. L8.ae Ontario rent. CRE 
USA RTS ER ET ST Re Te PADINGAM MOM ee eae ore ees SE! Québecmaeesm ibe 
Truppe, Susan, Parliamentary Secretary for Status of Women....... London North Centre........... OHETION esc ee eee ee Cre 
TURE LIN VC RE de Re Re er eee Hull—Aylmer ..... han EAE CNED Ar ne i eee NDP 
TWECTLAMEOEV Mey ER REA TER EE Crt ane AN rT Lente ores arab nr Brandon—Souris................ NAN ODA RE CPC 
Uppal, Hon. Tim, Minister of State (Democratic Reform) ........... Edmonton—Sherwood Park.... Alberta ................... CPC 
Valcourt, Hon. Bernard, Minister of State (Atlantic Canada 

Opportunities Agency) (La Francophonie) .......................... Madawaska—Restigouche ..... New Brunswick.......... CPC 
WValemotesBran ks5 2. ce ER. <a oa eaten te Men Coyelpbys tec. Fete eta ee. ats Ontario rie Lib. 
VaniKésteren Dave sue ROC RES Re RE RAR Chatham-Kent—Essex.......... Ontario Se ete CPC 
Van Loan, Hon. Peter, Leader of the Government in the House of 

COMMONS ah. mue MU ee EME aire MORE ICO SE OntTIO AI ES GRE 
Vellacotiiaunice 2e Re RE net ae Saskatoon—Wanuskewin....... Saskatchewan ............ CPC 
WallacediWiike ..ic:4.) sec olen ee terete Re cinema tee Rite heat Burlington-.s 0.0.22. .0 hes. bees: QOntahiog 4 rene ne GRE 
MERE EE APTE CE PR slabs «tc Gaiden RS ee Langley.2 br. she AN Es British Columbia ........ CPC 
Warkentif} Chris sera tie Dallas ul Chr, dette À Peace River Heat. Se Alberta es le CPC 
Watson: el Qu Eee ee gy Ut ieee cee BASEN. os Nr t. Ontario 2%..... eee CPG 
Weston, SIGNE. LOS Ce Ree eRe, LL 05 alk M DCR APE West Vancouver —Sunshine | 

Coast—Sea to Sky Country... British Columbia ........ CRC 

Weston, Rodney." Vin tr een ne ce AL SEE Ae SHOT JOB Ne Pet, New Brunswick.......... CPE 
AWTS DOVE EE ee Ve En Eat à Kootenay—Columbia........... British Columbia ........ CPE 
WA HAMS ON JON RS DE Re LR LL LS AN ERS A New Brunswick Southwest..... New Brunswick.......... CRE 
Wong, Hon. Alice, Minister of State (Seniors) ....................... RICHMONT Meena a eee ee emer: British Columbia ........ ERE 
Woodwortie Stephen oii aii. 0:5 ieakbath CURE à ea BN eee Kitcnener CCHUC tts. «: Ontario LE Pee CRC. 
Yelich, Hon. Lynne, Minister of State (Western Economic Diversi- 

heation jive.4. 07a. pleas oe Tdi vel ME ate ah, Se Blackstran u...20 Geers ie fae Saskatchewan ............ Cre 
YOung, Perence SLR site ei tee Ret ES tL MARS etes LR Re CANTINE RCA CHTATO “tk eee CPC 
Young, “Warr, : 1022 apes BRU pete fae Vancouver SOU: .:.) British Columbia ........ CPE 
LAMPE OD 19008 AT ARR ee er a RE ne re CA Prince George—Peace River... British Columbia ........ CPE 
VA GAIN GY err AS sae de te Fl ge MNT Das ne A) pee Toronto—Danforth.............. Ontario SR SRE 


N.B.: Under Political Affiliation: Lib. - Liberal; CPC - Conservative; BQ - Bloc Quebecois; NDP - New Democratic Party; GP 
- Green Party; Ind. - Independent 


ALPHABETICAL LIST OF MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF COMMONS BY PROVINCE 


First Session—Forty-first Parliament 


Political 

Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
ALBERTA (28) 
Ablonczy, Hon. Diane, Minister of State of Foreign Affairs (Americas and Consular 

PAM TR a oa come Nn a EME IE Sl leigh à Calgary—Nose Hille CRUE CPE 
Ambrose, Hon. Rona, Minister of Public Works and Government Services and 

Minister for Status: of Women 2:52 MIRE MR ect Me nianes ts 1 EO monton=—S pruce Grove stress CPE 
VAN IT LS CCS EE RAR TAN eS I LS Oe SR EE ER EEE SH Galgaryn West: sont nd eee CPC 
PS CTLOIL, "ECOL SARE Ae A tee PPR Re EN aed le aE ASE RAA RRA Men RM hE An AAS Vegreville—Wainwright ................... CPC 
Cum IANS se PORN MER oR EE LI Tee Wetas kiya ee Sete Came NE ha CPE 
Dreeshen® Earlietes 20 se ee MOURIR «3 eh ae MER URSS RÉTIDÉSTAR AMAR Fe RS OIE CPC 
LASER OR DTG re Re a DATE Oe oo POP nt Ge TEE PER De SP AN cis) LGR eae SRE Edmonton—Strathcona .................... NDP 
Co UTA VLE (185 Col Ee ea a DIRE IDR A Da a RI AEN AI ne ce 8 RO Re er en Edmonton: Basti Ua ok. CRC 
Frorper ent HO stephen, Prime Minister... Rires ce cm esse een Galet SOUMWESE LU Te: GPO 
Hawnnblonelbauniers tio ei ER RSA ka ee APE TR yates INR EdmontonsCenttes 2. .cceaee: ean cet CPC 
RAIN PRE RE OR M ae pun RE Se Sen Te Rae Rae RCUIONIGOG: nee PAR ARE est a du CPE 
CASE HAE NM As nl gen Se Gee Badd ie AE Nin RER RP eM A ire NAL os iro Fort McMurray—Athabasca .............. CPC 
Kenney, Hon. Jason, Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism .... Calgary Southeast.......................... CEE 
Lake, Mike, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Industry ...................... Edmonton—Mill Woods—Beaumont .... CPC 
NenZicswmi Onemleda Minister O1jstate: (FINANCE) PNR se sper een eek nee ING Fave) VeyeYe Wen NS PAU cytes cee Sa CEC 
Merrifield MORRO D sisal See foie kk PO) Deals) Sa des VATE Wo tel ele EE ANN eae Vellowhicadhme, AREA PT secant bey ies CPC 
Obhrai, Deepak, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign Affairs ......... CABANE ASTRA. CPC 
A LENS Le eet Ne sc RES PP PR A ee 2 ER one OCR Meuicine Fab ATP A. seria CPC 
Fe AACE ARINC SUMS ee creo i ere cstavas of so a0 Re ee on Eee Edmonton==Leducit urbe se st, 21 CRE 
INTIDRCDERRBIONt 2 tus coho no oisyecscn ss diode aon «sys ari ceed PMR termes eae EdmontonSt. Albert. 0222.5 500.06. 6.05. CPE 
Rempel, Michelle, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of the Environment ..... Calgary Gehithe-NorthissyesesiZacsensoteses CPC 
RICH ATG SES ARE ER nu enr eme 2e ees TRE An Ore ERA EN NTIAAR OSCAR A rate CPC 
RCA SOMME A Lee de ide ne a Te OS CSSS NS UE EPA Caloary: Gentre ARE Tan Rs de CPC 
Die DUT RSR EME PE RRER RER RE PE D LIN ca ne Que Walsary: NOESIS LT CPE 
SOTÉDSON ARE VII MASSE MR PRIT EU LUS A ARR PL EURE VND RE RE EN RE CTOW ICO ERNST Pere nr CPC 
Storse the TAN ee Mn eme ation oaeetle Mt Tie eke dell ace TE OA es NESTIOCREES PA PAU ER ne CPC 
Uppal, Hon. Tim, Minister of State (Democratic Reform) ............................. Edmonton—Sherwood Park............... CPC 
VAR CH ULI MOLT S EE Re eee We eh neuen CER ER a MERC Ln OT PE IREACEARAV Clete e een tat tera ese ck CEE 
BRITISH COLUMBIA (36) 
PTO ASSAD MABE Ses chon tin), Sts as eainnd etre dog dt: na AUG A RER sea nee Meare en ae Okanagan—Coquihalla ..........:......... CRC 
PAT AIMANEH KO ALEX Soe aioe co dace indy Ror erase a al REO alo a RE Re NA British Columbia Southern Interior....... NDP 
(CPST EP en ee eh, ee eee, BORON NT MP ARS ence see aN nou Kelowna—Lake Country .................. CPC 
COLO WCCT ICAI oe coe, RL Ohh, sien Bie sietwiausd ec SE UN MES Semen een RE A Me Tea Nanaimo—Cowichan ...................... NDP 
DER INUIT oc oS yninin'a cco. a.0'e soo auant ah ate oa. alam aided SB sk owes à REED ae ees Skeena—Bulkley Valley ................... NDP 
PIS OR A ER ne cn ee Vancouver Kingsway 42... 26. 2 NDP 
PUIS MD à crane deleted pba tt LS aaah vie dec eee eee fa ATOS ENS DS RE EEE NDP 
TON PR cee. cork whose orc ven Moses sa Prue bee ot NaS SC Ua New Westminster—Coquitlam ............ NDP 
Duncan, Hon. John, Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development ..... Vancouver Island North ................... CPE 
Fast, Hon. Ed, Minister of International Trade and Minister for the Asia-Pacific 

CROW Ay sR eS RE RER NA kee hae aes HSE CARS Ss the ok Wate oR UNS ae UE POLS FOLG Nr oes ho RRT RER RARES CPE 

PR Te ts CPE 


Findlay, Kerry-Lynne D., Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice......... Delta—Richmond East 


Political 

Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
ErvoHon.: Hedÿan.. cet on ee een nn Vancouver Centre 422 ee mei Lib. 
Garrison Randall. sch. sar en TRE GEM acts NL EE Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca ............... :: NDE 
GreWalSUNitia LAURE oh xa Seek Ro a eh ac tc eRe tee eee ec ead Recs SCENE RARE NS Bleetwood—Port) KellSe eee CRG 
Hanis? Richards Brera ae M tetes nel EST NOM ER Cariboo—Prince George .................. CPE 
Hébert RUSS 355) onsite aes nee a RENNES AE Pre Ne 2 VOLE ra dors de ee ere AE South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale CPC 
Jükint-Pétert: FORCE. cee RO SES HE PACS. Rs. Be ee PORTER Burnaby—New Westminster .............. NDP 
Kamp, Randy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans and 

forthe Asia-Pacific. Gateway is. dns dues vic UE Art Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission.. CPC 
Dunney; ates vrs... is silent Ue rete eR oo cab ae wader te Nananno-—A berne Stat CPE 
Maya Blizabetht wens. Lines RES Ase atte sw à de ee dager endian sans aca’ Saanich—Gulf Islands ..................... GP 
MaAyes CCG. LENS, FORMAT ME à vbucigneteies geet: un: À Okanagan—Shuswap ...................... CEC 
McLeod, Cathy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Revenue....... Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo......... CPC 
Moore, Hon. James, Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Languages ......... Port Moody—Westwood—Port 

COIN wdc. > LU RE CPC 

Murray Oy Ce rs sn Made hante hante Lg gion PAT rae na SL RARE PUR SE RU Vancouver Quadratif nur Lib. 
Sandhu IasDi ek so ved Mata ARS TN at Bead as ae ns ge dee ta PSTN RNA Surrey North RAGE eA eed ee NDP 
Savoirs Denise The: Depiuty-Speaher oss sis dace cases apace acdsee een ee eee Victoria: rene STAR. nk te TARN A EE NDP 
Saxton, Andrew, Parliamentary Secretary to the President of the Treasury Board and 

for Western Economic Diversification 6.05.5 uv 1aceacet MES RER ae North Vancouver. tee ARE. 20e CPE 
DROIT NEJOBIRORTE och ics re Rene RU cane eadaeniys Licaadcds saa R et us ane Newton—North Delta ..................... NDP 
Bonn RON) 22e muet sip eta er ed nan es dec eae ne CES Buiiab yes Doug. LR Ra NDP 
tal I ÊTS GORE ae En ae RSS ARR en nn a aay Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon ............... CPC 
MAN. MATE il acd. SR a LE ET Re Sn RAT CRD ashe SAR Se Os aa CARE MAN QIO Vs nn ous CR Sacks Eee Cle 
WÉSON AIO NT res Sa ag AP D RENE Nr AE AE A SN ER West Vancouver —Sunshine Coast—Sea 

POS RACONTER CFE 

MOULES, Davies LR Le SR Re PER aa eee Kootenay—Columbia... ae. cre 
Wone, Hon: Alice Minister of State (Seniors)... <. 2s .tacctacecos tees fee RAICHMONd Sete: Alyse es ee ee eee CPE 
Young, "War fans. Avatar: ba) ER NAS cis Ana rte nets re rae BN Vancouver South): : LE sehen ieee Cre 
LAMMCTE ES OD. 22 5548 123 POSS PAT SERRE RS EE SRE KA Ne eee eee On te eT ee cee Prince George—Peace River........... 3 CPE 
MANITOBA (14) 
ASTON ENIRT Ga oe ete oe eee ee D ET races DUT PEER Tease ee NPE elem AS SAI dt COUR eric oe nee nee NDP 
Bate Mane dOV CC ic: sou Aa Re Rie due Cae ae ene Loe sake ee de ois eee eee Winnipes south Cette. 7 CPC 
eZ AMOR SE Re NN OS RC NU ee es see NE Ne SERIE IMETARE.. 04/0 ne PRE CEC 
Bruinocre RO Sonne oe carn ere ste earn opens ede eee ena wate aren ee Sel EL IV TEND ROUX cer au nore Caer Cre 
Fletcher: Hons Steven, Minister or state (Iramsport).. aon. scan a ee ene Charleswood—St. James—Assiniboia.... CPC 
Glover, Shelly, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance ................... SAHDPAR OM IACE 2e set es ae eee CPC 
Hoeppner, Candice, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public Safety........ Portage List ar se essaie CPE 
LAON RE ee NS SE Winnipes North PS Sr ee RE Lib. 
Marti, Pat dti et et te SRE Le M EE SO ene hee ANIRMDED ENS At ores ae eee NDP 
SUR ON ER ec mae AR ote see Ae pe felts, Ade Pod gd aren era Kildonan=— ot: Palerme cro 
SODHÉR RO DER M Ne tente er Meare eave ite a ue Dauphin—Swan River—Marguette....... CPE 
Toot, DawrenlCereen ee Reis A SRE A tea ee eet Ne EROS re MR RS RENE RCA Elmwood—Transcona ..................... CRE 
Loews, Hon. Vie Ministet GÉPUD RC salety crsceee tenn teeter ane ae aan ee Proveneher rest eee Cre 
Dwreed. Mery cain ES Wet armen ee alae Sar eee an SR AUS ES Brandon Sons is SA See ee cre 
NEW BRUNSWICK (10) 
AT A eos a Lbs ayia cu ace eer Ls en pam ie ast nani UN tin A Tobique—Mactaquac ..................... CPE 


Ashfield, Hon. Keith, Minister of Fisheries and Oceans and Minister for the Atlantic 
CARRE an GE: à Rep aura te de ane Sen ea gen ane ane Ts PRGQCMOUOD, ie Re Mdr cee CPC 
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Political 

Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
HR NON... Man EU ei ee PE ig) ACadie = Bathurst ee De Tr decrees NDP 
Goguen, Robert, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice................... Moncton—Riverview—Dieppe ........... PC 
RUSE UAT re aeRO TINIE 2555.0 0.2) AL Rca dre IBeaUuSe) OURS PNR ae oa a Lib. 
MoorcNEG Rib, Fish copy. sik, Seebaste des ome coat alos fas Santis cumremelscan ÉUNOYEROVAlE RE en ee CPE 
GUEST I 726 TI, cc ROME een ee al à Miramichiwtts, states line Jos CPE 
Valcourt, Hon. Bernard, Minister of State (Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency) 

PA GE 8 1 PT CR A A ee en ee PaMER 0S i Madawaska—Restigouche................. CRG 

VVCSLOREMENOENIG Vinee. i Shay.) ren tent Dai 2 2 MS sels | Ll ks ten vite adic SAMUI Con CE SOS EURE PE CPC 
Maamsomplonn had. ss fetes bu te) SAAN ee Fa RM Ne 2 ccc a ae a's New Brunswick Southwest................ CPE 
NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR (7) 
PAIGLOW SPOS 53 Loa). Guts 2 oA Oe aN PATES EE OR TE EE PAV OI en MERS ner Penser #4 Lib. 
Bynes til OMe Gen zen MENT pe RER MORT SA Net ent een Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte ......... Lib. 
RACAL, SET RAS RAS TERRE SERRE oe 724. RAI A! hs noe ENA be EE St. John's South—Mount Pearl ........... NDP 
POOLE: IME AN us Se UE RAs Ah Sah hd ane er PER te IR Random—Burin—St. George's ........... Lib. 
FLATTS TAC meer aie th Dene sh D si as MAR wee AMEL he at ge dN | A SEMohn S EAST ER case bee weeny NDP 
Penashue, Hon. Peter, Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs and President of the | 

MuccnisshavyaCourncil tot CaAnATAL ALES ECRIRE toe nero WWADEDAOE Le eat deinen che he tea aes taal CRE 
SUMMIT MOIR TE Et ET be nunca CT ee Nahe ele APTE Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls— 

AIST CS 0) RON regs Gat eM tar a ee 1g) Lib. 
NORTHWEST TERRITORIES (1) 
ORAM ONDES... née e CAR MR ecole op elem oleae eerie ne WesteraAtetier, Mit) remote NDP 
NOVA SCOTIA (11) 
MTS SS) Cae 021 gh a Pr EE NS Baoan et TR Se ea. Cumberland—Colchester— 

Musquodoboit Valley ...................... CPC 
BISON, MOR Scott. MAO teh Gas sce TGR A, ce ae Sa Kings —“Hanhtsttiiasn? vraiment. nat Lib. 
Chisholm eRODELl Ra aa a LÉ ee PRE eae RM ee aa Dartmouth—Cole Harbour ................ NDP 
PUTTER OUT. ANNALES ala ake MRC LU CRE NS RR Cape-BretonCahso ee AMONT, Lib. 
EVE THON MATE Me NE NORRIS RP OT RS PROS Sydney— Victoria: 4434128338 Lib. 
Keddy, Gerald, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of International Trade, for the 

Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway............... South Shore—St. Margaret's .............. CPE 
LOS 3 RE 7 een ar Sas te Sek oer sc Fase NEA Sc thse tet EEE GE ERREUR ONE West Novara): Arr seine, CPC 
PESTE MODE atic Er ere ones fer re ARRETE en Re ee ÉTAHPDOREN ES. TRE RE ES RUE NDP 
Mackay, Hon. Peter, Minister of National Defence "tt enr CERTA NOVA MENT IN Serine ay: ee CPE 
RE On OT ECS ÉRERPEPPREES 2h Fans 0 A A LAS XIE, ASC des ae Rees Pee QE DES FRANS TRIER EN eee scones Lib. 
Stofter: Peter rame mines Oe Fs SRS ee eee ee Sackville—Eastern Shore.................. NDP 
NUNAVUT (1) 

Aglukkaq, Hon. Leona, Minister of Health and Minister of the Canadian Northern 

Économie Development AGenCy <<. 2.06.5... tee ER oe ee UNUM AND) Deemeneetie rics sole) tec Picrate cateteie tts oere CPE 

ONTARIO (105) 
Adams, Eve, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Veterans Affairs ............ Mississauga—Brampton South............ CRE 
MMMM ihre Crh Ac FADE ASSES cn since canine ie tata olay cane ae cea en NOTRE CNC MMM etn ee ee ose See CRG 
RMAC BAN PR RE eee ose Olean RP RER Vars Kitchener Conestoga 35.5... CPC 
Alexander, Chris, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Defence...... Pile CK ONC tes als Ria RAE Ro ea sn an CRE 
EM RMN TRS CR A enamine eee ee D ai ER à RO En ec UC PR EP NDP 
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Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
AISNE. rose ana MR AR dE Lalande aks werent Niagara West—Glanbrook................. CPC 
Ambler STE. RE Re SEP scanner SORE MississausaiSouthe res ke CRE 
Angus, Charlie ss leu buste TTC MN OR = croxas ior oot macoeterd olga taser Timmins—James Bay ..................... NDP 
PESTON GIA oc en te AMA ORO Lea Eee Nipissing—Timiskaming .................. CPC 
BairdsHoswohn, Minister of Foncign) ARS RM ete Ottawa!‘ West—Nepean wi 225... 0e CPC 
Belanger on. Maur, cates ccerowchoraulete nrccisigcss de dete URS RME Apa Ottawa= Vanier rt sem M. SOE. Lib. 
Bengetivlion. Carolyn args sai ccene se ots cee ecaeteets wee PAPER AN Seeeate SEMPAULS gress A rende Nase PONS eee Lib. 
Brad PCC tere eee Ee RS A ee TR RS NI ER NN ER Kitchener —Waterloo....................... Cre 
BLOWS COTTON SAISIR CAO NN RAR AS See ANNE E IPeCUS  Grenv lle. en CPC 
Brown, Lois, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of International Cooperation . Newmarket—Aurora....................... CPE 
Brown; Patricks RER tle SR PRES MER etter ec Cnn EMEA SD NCU SUS POON Hd NS ECE RAL Popeyes ees BATIR ne CRE 
LS LA AD Baer ee teen eee eee le Nee eM eee Race SEEN à rs A RRRUUORS Mississauga—Streetsville.................. CPE 
Calandra, Paul , Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Canadian Heritage ...... Oak Ridges—Markham ................... CPE 
Carmichaehy Jones RE M RL create DOT Male ye WESE x ie CPC 
Carrie, Colin, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Health ...................... CSN AR SE rte vigeetae CPC 
Cash. ATR W 5a cine mashols neie eta dete aalr ee AIME RAT ME dan + arme nada e Meta arg vale Beale de DAV CNDONG 2725. AUS 3 ow sae ao aon nee aaa NDP 
CATON, CDS: 21 nrc ort rene navet cac M ASIE LR AL Hamilton Mountain ........................ NDP 
CHISIL COMENT: stated tees SN ARR PUS Nr Ne Thames Pickering—Scarborough East ............. CPE 
Chong, Hon. MCD ere eme ae Done Ge Tree TA Wellington—Halton Hills ................. CPC 
Cows Olivia a SR DRE ME Eee tenue ES COS SP RS ane LÉRIVE SP AGIs AL ER MENU, NDP 
Christopherson, David...... Suis 2 Steno OE AE eee Ra orcs. ont eee eee Mme Barmiltcn Centre: 05.0.2 25, ae NDP 
Clement, Hon. Tony, President of the Treasury Board and Minister for the Federal 

Economic Development Initiative for Northern Ontario .............................. Parry Sound—Muskoka ................... CPE 
COMMODE ese RD te NOEL A ee ae arene eee br et à Windsor—lecumseh:... NDP 
LME MORE 0. 1d cca ates Ra Aes ere ce See een en ee LOU La Don Valley (EAst:)..... 41... CRE 
Davidson Patricia es, cents keke cal et oR inte Biren oe beeen tale Sand LAMPION. 0. Ce CLE 
Dechert, Bob, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign Affairs ............ Mississauga—Erindale..................... Cre 
Del Mastro, Dean, Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister and to the Minister 

Of Intengovernmental “A MARS re ETS ns SRE: ere cc ates os pack cones eet P RSE DOFOUC DZ. navet eee ee CPE 
Devolin Barry; The ACting”"Spedket,. 7 seen mn secede acto on aaah Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes—Brock .... CPC 
Pye Ware Baik oe ee Fike sone ata te ac beara eRe TU PP ee Ottawa CENT... RARE NDP 
DUNCAN SI ITSET SA aes at Vee OR atc eres RSR Re Oe Re AT ne EtobicokeiNorth ess em een Lib. 
Dykstra, Rick, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Citizenship and 

LÉO J RER RE D EU MERE MAPS PEUR D oe A! RARE ay NORCO Dw: rENRE NSE ID BEATER NS. pal race eee ated CRC. 
Fantino, Hon. Julian, Associate Minister of National Defence ......................... UE GT ti? de DRE CE TOUTE CPC 
Finley, Hon. Diane, Minister of Human Resources and Skills Development ......... Haldimand—Norfolk ................... CPC 
Flabertyÿ Hon. Jim;+Minister of Finance L'éhaomete Se an een ees Whiiby=ehawa. 4 ee CRE 
Galipeag Royal sn,. (as co an Grea ai om oy UE Dub ealion ee PO Dee eee ed Otfawa-=Oriéans….:...}. tmp CPC 
CE RER ES Re etc bre canine cu EC den CL NRE, ne. Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke ......... CPC 
Ra ETA One Be apenas ue ok oes aoe Lens LR eGR aise alae a ER ROR EPR Brampton—Springdale .................... CEE 
Goodyear, Hon. Gary, Minister of State (Science and Technology) (Federal Economic 

Development Agency for Souther Ontario) 35g. cnn) ea ces ARTA ELC traci à: une M 1-02 CEC 
Gaosal’ Hoa. Hal: Minister of State: (Spore nec RE seca ce ei Rd ee Bramalea—Gore—Malton................: CPC 
Grivelles Cla Ge see aches Ress Peete TR ae eta: Re Se A Sak A INICKC MR eltiaetes cusceac ces canoe eee NDP 
LE EEE IR 1 NON year eR A PR NE PPS GRE NEON By Se PME Sy MRNA Scarborough Southwest.................... NDP 
Haven SEV Eos tes eau Le De de Une done net eve a corte emits aaa he DOUCE EU cate cent Ne Un CPC 
EORIGCRRIE NPA Ft OP Mets NME TER OMR Er ts hate eadak vig aeee aoe OS ACER ma 2 0 CARO We rc es Ce CPE 
FASE FE RAR RO RP NA 0 a OUR PNA 0 Po trees ee Kingston and the Islands 1:22... Lib. 
ERIC RADON ee ok ater cg tte k Es tal eae nara ea ae aM Rar ak ee Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing ..... NDP 
PR WAL LE CSSS ES CEE INR ates oles te ae er Ae Sano aire ne eee eres Thunder Bay—Superior North............ NDP 


Political 

Name of Member Constituency : Affiliation 
James, rer ONE NE TT TE RER NREe BCADOTOMCh CENTER RL de CRC 
Save maton, Jin. os AMOR RE ME eee tuent aus Scarborough—Agincourt .............,.... Lib. 
Relive tating wi PR ed PE AT en tu usa ous SURRY Beaches=-#East. York. retro 2 NDP 
ents oneapeter, Ministeon the: Envinoninente ER cece teac ras adele casos: MOURIR NE ei ee CPC 
Kramp, Daryl bss Ponnmanoe. emma MOP Ir sl Boni Riel 6 se Prince Edward—Hastings ................. GPE 
PORN ER RE ere ca te eA EO ee ees TOOT Ja WRENN Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry ... CPC 
Leitch, Kellie, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Human Resources and Skills 

Development and to: thé Minister of about: mem arr: DMMCOO= CRE tet Roe ern den Caner rte ore 
Lemieux, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Agriculture ............. Glengarry—Prescott—Russell............. CPC 
Leung, Chungsen, Parliamentary Secretary for Multiculturalism ...................... Willowdale tras eco aed caren tet Wane t CPE 
EN WAV SLAW? er Te te ea oe me VER owe Le NE nn Pet Vs Mississauga East—Cooksville ............ GPG 
[Exo] 6} 8 1 BS) ach eet sien epee nn RA Mtns So ND NEA oe Ra ch en a RA Us OR An eo < FIUFON= BIC tent. ten eerie tee CRE 
Wacken AE Davie ater ce etre ae Nene ae TR rT. ez. Le Meee EC Des one OKON ee LR PASSA TE CPE 
LS TELE PRE TP Acie Sait acd ards EN 1S Ur slay, AUS AR ob ARTE en > Passe Hamilton East—Stoney Creek ............ NDP 
MASSE TB ee a ya OR PIL ANS ue de cle EE AE WIRGSOT WIESE; ET en eee one me NDP 
IE ETS RUN ir Tee al al PES A et de re 9 tr A RP 2 London-—Fanshawe: 2.2622. s.ccesdesae cee NDP 
Mc@alltiina bone TONNERRE TR RE RIN Py ap Nene Laut te a be Markham—Unionville. 1... Lib. 
NMICCOLE MANDAT TR phe ae ashe Os on ee SN a ENTE Ay te a re le PAT Re RRA Day ten an aes ai apr CPE 
SERA MMO AVEC ete oct Los ve. scones oe eer ane tine se iw ta te AS LOS PTE Ottawe: Soutie ith ee ue Are Lib. 
MO EN MON ER cos 8s Noe hia Sade oak mse ee re ee ts ake Scarborough—Guildwood................. Lib. 
PNY FES GSS ENS 2) SIR Sa EE AS YB ok AA eMC a RE Richmond Hula cess ts ie ee roacce nat CPC 
MTN Cor eS dr VSR OIC ts 791 Rohe Ga UE Ne nn ANUS ER CNE Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound.............. CPC 
UNIS AV ISPS 27 a SONNERIE A Parkdale Tigh Park o.com olathe wn NDP 
Nicholson, Hon. Rob, Minister of Justice and Attorney General of Canada.......... Niagara: False se Er CPC 
INONIOCRMRIC RER actus deco eater SUTIN Te Re D NUE Sn RRS tao re ee aie Northumberland—Quinte West ........... CPE 
O'Connor, Hon. Gordon, Minister of State and Chief Government Whip............. Carleton—Mississippi Mills............... CPC 
Oda, Hons Bey, Minister of International Cooperation ...- 265. PEN EN" WUE Ana Liss acd ohne eae er 4 CPC 
Ole HOMO Ministen ot Natural ReSOULCES PR neater ere anes Eolinton= -Wawience ee Pierce CRE 
RUZ AE Ole ees JS kn se Weiss PR AR ER van ee ines PE ERA AA isc ae calms Btobicoker Centtien Le Te 22e CPC 
Poilievre, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure 

and Communities and for the Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern 

MOULTON PN el Se ae asada s use onto eu PESOS as eae de raisin Nepean— Carleton... Seam EPC 
PES RO Eden duediomane asl ns eR Ts PIN ate AIO a Sag Ss els Elgin—Middlesex—London .............. GPC 
RAC HOMO he MR PERS. CU cin ye Sand Nc Toronto Centre... nr RS Lib. 
Ratterty, JON Re RME le Me RAE ae cadeau es tte Thunder Bay—Rainy River ............... NDP 
RUES SA Ninister Of LAbDOUr ASS: SS eee neers oy od wie Sees es ee à ÉTAON ES Saat cae ere Ten er a eraser res GRC 
REI SCOU Mera tae Te Oe ices Re NT Re SAS APART Og Sons wh AP as bs Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and 

ACCIDENT PAUSE Rene CRE 

Rickford, Greg, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 

Northern Development, for the Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency 

and for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern Ontario........ Kenhota er See Mamaia are) une CPC 
NE NE ET CEO CENA RAI 6 ccd 2 RO os ei ree a eee eas Eee PS Re Perth —Wellineton 72272... CPC 
SÉCHAGE URSS. dt cnc afk oY Ne RAT Rte ee ASTOUIDION NV Site fad AUS ES sr aac CPG 
ESPOIRS DE ENP Re Site Rao gen An lp PRET NE NE RE er oe MVOUR NESE ode dapat OG cou reas Vicia meee Lib. 
NT ED NA PER ee RE RP eer PRET cRNA BAS eae Sete Aa Lambton—Kent—Middlesex.............. EPC 
nains RORTRA a a a a ca ee PS eee poe RO orc Scarborough—Rouge River ............... NDP 
Bitar e ricem | he ACIDS Speakers <a CR ei SHNCOC NOTE RE MALE. neue CPC 
SUV AN EME E ME Re Se ee Tr PNR M EN MorkSouth=Westone nt er NDP 
reed DRASS RS SNP Se ate oe aM ho! Sw a wane Ancaster—Dundas—F lamborough— 

WS UIAIC ST ite ate teem octal tikes CRC 


à RASE TOILE € OT PERS RSR EI eS A he his PR APPREND PR ere ae CEE gatos Mecca ld att ns: NDP 
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Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
MALS AD AVI vhs one I Le CR re Tee al oes Duflerin=Caledone eme te CRC 
Frothiér/Bemard iris Re rene en neo ie Etobicoke—Lakeshore..................... CRE 
Truppe, Susan, Parliamentary Secretary for Status of Women ......................... LondomiNortbiGentre.:.55.6.6re roi GPEC 
NAletiOTEMETANKE SSSR oc COADERU SR oo hd Se Le INR Orton ee 089 Guelph eee eh Se Lib. 
WantK esterensas Daviess eee: Re rte MO an né le tee Chatham=Kent——ESsex 2. nsec CPC 
Van Loan, Hon. Peter, Leader of the Government in the House of Commons ....... VOTRE SHNCOC RS natzn naan nae eee ere CPC 
Wallace. Mike Syn. Sab re vate cond wa at sen SR NE RUN ARE Burhingtoi ata RAT Vo. CPC 
IWASON MIEL Er ACER Re RP ER NAN fret Le SAT ae eee ESSOR NT RER PE Re CPE 
PROG WOOLEN SIE PHN SET ER NE Laan ee on, SN Meee aL Riltelienemeentie:.:... rer eme CPE 
Young, TRACER ANRT eae CREER. Re en RMI ee à CARVIN ne ttt ere eme ae CPC 
WAGANG Yas otter mace tes ee de ER race eben iain Rs D on Ce Toronto—Danforth......................... 
PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND (4) 
A NE age ET NE REA ER ER Re 3 AO ET tee tant Se RE LS ER PHATOTO ON I TR eee ee Lib. 
Basten Ton Wayne «tenon. eee Sete en nee nn See nt Dee era at en 7e de IVE GID CRU e es EN RS = he eA ONE Lib. 
MacAulay. FOND aAViCHCe: MR TR Conner etn cone ae Zee Sem ies SiON CHAT Oe ote seas eee ee Lib. 
Shea, Hon. Gail, Minister of National Revenue................. RE co SMD RA te ÉDITION ER RTE RER (BAC 
QUÉBEC (75) 
AUDITAR OPEL. PEL RS En ne DE he Retreat thats Goce PE cian REE Seyret Eee MeO: AUS ELOISE RIVICKES EC Re NDP 
AV aId, POUR. #0 ica ou ee 2e Ra nce ane COL D a 0e TNT ORDRE ee IE HIOMOLCVICICION : 214 Scene de ee es NDP 
BETAVARCS SANTE Er Caran. en rma Rane SA ues el Richmond—Arthabaska .…........"...... BQ 
Rens its lsrone acters. QT RC peat aa tly gta te arte okt Sea ei a Jeanie Peer. nen oe ee ee eee NDP 
Bernier, Hon. Maxime, Minister of State (Small Business and Tourism) ............. PRÉNOM RE Pen CRC 
Blanchette DER SEE TR crea ear SR ee eae eee ae Lee ean Pirie a cle tees ThOUISERICDeltes ie... tease ae eee NDP 
Bianchette Lamothe, vse a irs. ne rsd be tals Pow Cotte amt city wea ee Pierrefonds—Dollard ...................... NDP 
Blaney, Hon..Steven, Minister of Veterans Affairs. 27 0 es ween EURE L'ÉVIS=DENECRASSS ooo 7e os ae ee Cee 
BOT VIN BEAN COISG het mee ere nice ea net A AT RAC ear en Pee te ae Gratin auierperite coe scissors ate eee NDP 
BORA CRAN tee i tems Merde see dtc de Secon sere eee Cr Terrebonne—Blainville .................... NDP 
Boulenice, Alexandre... 2e. nids ee hee ate Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie ............... NDP 
BoutinSwessMarolaine 2.8. DOME Rat. Aude cars unter, HOCH ela Gaia state  ..nitee eant NDP 
rabid, ara 2 tas Re Tee asd a A Re nee ie dre Saints Canepa sts casos ne tae ee NDP 
BrOSSCAVAB thy Ellen ER stereo EE ea Berthier —Maskinongé .….................... NDP 
COR GP RME SR ne AR REA Re RE RE ta ceux Rate Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les 
Basques td act tips, nr Stes ptite ne NDP 
Chicdanes ay lVaiis, nt UN ee when Eka been cen 2 ni. Chateauguay—Saint-Constant............. NDP 
Phone RECORD LU RSS AR eee ines ea Drumimonemset "me "Lt NDP 
Codemme: Fons Denis 72.204.022 cc bac hote Ne OR RONA BOUTASSANM ER A Renée elle Lib. 
FC DR AON EE dae hehe ates aa ea ctor hier das cate ieee ne enn a nce ee Beauport—Limoilou ....................... NDP 
Cotle thon En ins Siete tater tease ete Se Vee EU oe ie ened Bs aan a tee MOURE RON UE 22e. cree ere haie Lib. 
Days An Maid EN RE RE Oe nn den da none en ia sn rdc ce One en ened Charlesbourg —Haute-Saint-Charles ...... NDP 
Dion, Hon. Stéphane, Saint-Laurent —Cartierville .................................,.... Saint-Laurent—Cartierville ................ Lib. 
Dronterl-abellemPicire RE Hike eae SE LE LE ee LRU LUE PRE dicton RIVICIE UN OT RE A NDP 
PRÉ eheliwre s ROSANG SR nd cao ab saw da LNS ee LEE USE eR Neo PATCO PO Eli, nd ua auctes NDP 
Oe PTE ea ORDER PAP RAR UT Ce. cé ee ANR EP CRAN ME EP A Chambly—Borduas ........................ NDP 
RL fn Lo EE ME LE AN hires onic RE ER AE A Ve Mires RE À UR ae ume NN TRE GA PUES PERM NORGE ace os een cae NDP 
HORAIRE TANCOIS Te. DEN dt CE LEE Ven NE et wok BR Gan ae TA de Cr Uene Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Matane— 
Motapediatacsi Myuiita.: cs san ne f BQ 


Freeman, Mylène 
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Political 

Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
CANEAU IN ANC ot sci Sn de RN OR A Se AO Loa Nore Westmount—Ville-Marie .................. Lib. 
CGrenest RÉAL 82 0 ds TOME MNT Ae eR AOE, SAR RO nas de nues NDP 
LOU OU OMA RIT AAA En RU 3 divin sine owls eran TAG RON NC ao taka Manicoviagan fers ahi A eats NDP 
1 Yeahs) Con aN Ti Miles Ig Ri gy A eR LARS des Mare*Aurete-Fortin...9:..2...00 2.058 NDP 
Gourde, Jacques, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public Works and 

Government Services, for Official Languages and for the Economic Development 

OM SGN MEG ERC BTOUS of COUCDOC 8B Eile ie Un eee oo Lotbini¢re—Chutes-de-la-Chaudiére...... crc 
NUS, REP ee ty sof os PER cen Pe nan» RER EURE Gack CE nner aid vps Saint Tea maert as ean hrc sett NDP 
ELASSATI AS SATA eRe ON en ea AU Aer DU DR De Aldea eG . Verchéres—Les Patriotes ..............:..- NDP 
J'ACOD Richie PROS ie oil cc AT SR thor GAS a2: ee à Brome—Missisquoi…....................... NDP 
LADA SE EANICOIS 2 te MONTE Nine Pret EN? cs okt ta eae nts yn ne a Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouraska— 

Riviete-dusPOup 2c Re ee me ess NDP 

ROSE PEANCOIS ER RP RE eee RARE oe elites Goes aes Repentiany TR Tr treat er none NDP 
PatendresseMmAlexANnATiNne NT RE ne tonne NS NES Wouis-Samt-Waurente TE PARENT NDP 
WAVELCICTS RC NET RE Tee nee RE ie SE Laurièr Samte-Marie NDP 
Lebel, Hon. Denis, Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and 

Minister of the Economic Development Agency of Canada for the Regions of 

(OYWE OVS Oss bis ea Sis SAR RR Ae ek ENS SIS ELT cde SR Wi realy an a Roberval—Lac-Saint-Jean ................. CPC 
HEBDO AMENER ee ne et M à rames um Dates IA oases heel cece Lasalle binant be ieee ee ce NDP 
LUE PAU RD ER ar ee <r ean RE MLD re cel eu CO NE aa Rivière-des-Mille-Îles .….….................... NDP 
LA Cte (OY cu RADARS RP PRN PP PE RRR RT” CORO PR à LAS A AR Brossard—La Prairie ...................... NDP 
EC Ent Le ET SR A aa. tandem tee RATER Les ce rame Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier ................. NDP 
DOTE APRES... RON EUR se sas sate nese 4 ee tou. AbiIuibi--Témiscmimenes trs. de. NDP 
A tee ons ah bs ER dense ROBE NU SONO. Chicoutimi-—L esr ford ss cece NDP 
Morin yl Sabelle crn mens ass NN ase ne as CARPE. mes SSOP ASA AN ON es MERE à à Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine.......... NDP 
INJORIT SIV Anco AIG mise concer nie calel os du Dee cle eee CNE EU APE arena SA PFaurentidesTabelle mere NDP 
MoN ane AS AUC es 0 Nr cesse Me ae Le. Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot ................... NDP 
MG TARN Reema Aen RE SR RE Rt NO aes TRE ARUNTSIC 20 PNA A RMC. a cacwne BQ 
NA CATT RIN OA SR RTL TA ne UM ee Outremo nt AMENER A cial NDP 
PRE We eee cP ARR roe GARE Melanin ute Ree Longueuil—Pierre-Boucher ...........3... NDP 
PICHON SALMO Us, Ae Rs Sows 29 ER PR ace ETS AR RE anos ood LR OMR QE OPA RS Vandreuil-Soulanses re en NDP 
INUINSZEINICIO MT OSC gece iets RE EE ee LAN SOA cs at REV vtes tah LAVAL fe ORE Perce oe nts othe NDP 
PACE EM ASSIMO NE RE NN MT cease es ess aia RE: Pea Ree ND, Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel ............. Lib. 
NOE Ld PEYTRRM TTY C1 Cir kN i are oe APR on ARE RE LL cr ARR Te QUEDE CHR Stern neering yatta sive NDP 
Paradis, Hon. Christian, Minister of Industry and Minister of State (Agriculture).... Mégantic—L'Érable.......................… CPE 
PAG AD AO ee PE MA ae pute coca NOR RER Jonquière Ana ARTE ne NDP 
a Cae, OR RE LR PR Oe Sy se DIE La Pomle delle tee tes ae na NDP 
PET fi IM BYR ER Re ee nn ee De ie AN CU A sinc Wlonteal ties ET ARR RE à NDP 
Pilons-Hraneeisicst see reste né: RNa pi dé Mn Et in Laval=bés Îles serres mme mens NDP 
PIAMONTONMLOUS TRE ES ES PURE IAC enn ree aes Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet—Bécancour ..... BQ 
Cac h Anne WAIN ROUES SR en Ce ra Et teers Beauharnois—Salaberry ................... NDP 
RAT ay MATE ste zone cto + ond he em te eee DEC eet Nemes Un eee PORT FRERE nr anne tee ete sk NDP 
DÉTECTE RSS CS Re Sr 4 ec Joliette? EM RM ER eee hones tae e nee NDP 
ROUSSCAU A JAI eet tsetse ere ee eae en eter 0e eo en ce Die ve Compton—Stanstead................. Ho NDP 
SARA D UTE or RE ge oe A ne PUS Sn er CR en mr Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou. NDP 
COMPACT OA PSUR CIS ued, Sd. SR SE packet tun Me AAR NME ay ose Eac-Sant- Los, 270 he ei. Lib. 
SNL EN AR ET ILE Bre chy ERP PP PRE ER EE RS LR RAR Se. he cia Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert................ NDP 
ESRC RTS Te RP Te EN A REA Saint-Maurice—Chamoplain................ NDP 
One, CRUE iene gh oe eR ech cy TR PUS CRU eats oad Gaspésie—Iles-de-la-Madeleine........... NDP 
ASE Ay) OUAUIAIY RE cee saan i stig Ge En ae Le uw Geemarc ES Ru cht Ani oes Ve Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute- 

COLE Nord see apnoae Sone scent NDP 


18 


Political 

Name of Member | Constituency Affiliation 
Trudeau MUSTEN. Eu en NM eue ct cena ee RADINOQUA ER ca el Lib. 
Lurmel'NYColes. boa seach tne ee RO Retard a pee Hume rires es NDP 
SASKATCHEWAN (14) 
Anderson, David, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural Resources and 

foritheCanadiaty WhéatiBoard ile Cerne. a. die MORAL Cypress Hills—Grasslands ................ Cre 
Blockeph cling AE sun tose ee recede bate tea sue Raa ee Maite SELECTED eee Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar........... CPE 
PAH CUBIC VRP NME RON RS PRE ea en nt UNE A ea nt Ce 10 FAN Re SRE de CR AMIE LPC 
ÉTAGE esc ee eae pit huis cata ree Se co ee en een et Ces NOTONS MENÉS ce eee ee CPC 
Care, ROME ee US Fone nine one Re see EPP ON ARLON AS Eee Ren Desnethé—Missinippi—Churchill River . CPC 
CHORALE seine Lee ees aime Sn eae WaSGaia mt pe sw nadine MR die Ree Lib. 
Hoback pi anys. SR Me ne crete te eae hs fie ne One ART Re case oe Prisice MIDI. UE epee CPC 
INGIMATHICK IRE GAR SS PR TER Ae canes hn Ae AU ree a Meer Gare Nye eta en NN Sy RIOR Souris—Moose Mountain ................. CRE 
Lukiwski, Tom, Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Government in the 

House ol COMMONRS SP thane cit ass Tate at Met Vas Reema ine roa tee ee Regina—Lumsden—Lake Centre......... CPC 
Ritz, Hon. Gerry, Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and Minister for the 

CANARD ANN TIC DORE ne ys Mn cru ties ee, ee CR Battlefords—Lloydminster ................ CPC 
Scheer, Hon. Andrew, Speaker of the House of Commons ............................ Régine -Qu'Appelle er ees CPC 
ROSES BC PA CN Aro ich owe aan AS A heb ner PT Saskatoon—Humboldt ..................... CEE 
Vellacoth Matrice’... Reece teat in ecm scan Sista 2 AR Lt CE are DE SE ee UE renee Saskatoon—Wanuskewin .................. CPC 
Yelich, Hon. Lynne, Minister of State (Western Economic Diversification) .......... BigeRStral Nasri ee See eee CPC 
YUKON (1) 
Leet, RYAN A. 2e cu pat PTE net PS nn PINOT RS Ve MAN ae LUE VORODE GEE adi. ace pen ee ae CU CPC 


Chair: 


Ray Boughen 
Rob Clarke 
Linda Duncan 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Charlie Angus 
Scott Armstrong 
Niki Ashton 

Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John. Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Jean Crowder 


LIST OF STANDING AND SUB-COMMITTEES 


(As of November 18, 2011 — Ist Session, 41st Parliament) 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS AND NORTHERN DEVELOPMENT 


Chris Warkentin 


Jonathan Genest-Jourdain 
Carol Hughes 


Nathan Cullen 
Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Hedy Fry 

Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 

Bruce Hyer 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 

Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 


Vice-Chairs: 


LaVar Payne 
Greg Rickford 


Associate Members 


Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 
Kevin Lamoureux 
Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 

Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 

Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 
Christine Moore 
Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Mathieu Ravignat 
Scott Reid 


Carolyn Bennett 
Dennis Bevington 


Kyle Seeback (12) 
David Wilks 


Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards _ 
Lee Richardson 
Romeo Saganash 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 

Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 


-Terence Young 


Wai Young 
Bob Zimmer 
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Chair: 


Charlie Angus 
Alexandre Boulerice 
Brad Butt 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Carolyn Bennett 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Paul Calandra 
Ron Cannan 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Comartin 


ACCESS TO INFORMATION, PRIVACY AND ETHICS 


Jean Crowder 


Blaine Calkins 
John Carmichael 


Joe Daniel 

Bob Dechert 
Rick Dykstra 
Wayne Easter 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 
Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 


Vice-Chairs: 


Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 


Associate Members 


Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung | 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Pat Martin 

Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 


Scott Andrews 
Patricia Davidson 


Pierre-Luc Dusseault 
Colin Mayes 


Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 

Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


(12) 


Chair: 


Alex Atamanenko 
Randy Hoback 
Pierre Lemieux 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 
Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 


AGRICULTURE AND AGRI-FOOD 


Larry Miller 


Ben Lobb 
LaVar Payne 


Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Wayne Easter 
Mark Eyking 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Mylène Freeman 
Hedy Fry 

Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 


Vice-Chairs: 


Francine Raynault 
Jean Rousseau 


Associate Members 


Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Pat Martin 

Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 


Malcolm Allen 
Frank Valeriote 


Brian Storseth 
Bob Zimmer 


Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 


21 


(12) 


22 


Chair: 


Scott Armstrong 
Tyrone Benskin 
Marjolaine Boutin-Sweet 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Charlie Angus 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Mauril Bélanger 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 


CANADIAN HERITAGE 


Rob Moore 


Gordon Brown 
Paul Calandra 


Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Pierre Dionne Labelle 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Mylène Freeman 
Hedy Fry 

Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 

Russ Hiebert 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 


‘Ed Holder 


Bruce Hyer 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Jim Karygiannis 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 


Vice-Chairs: 


Andrew Cash 
Parm Gill 


Associate Members 


Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 
Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 


Pierre Nantel 
Scott Simms 


Jim Hillyer 
Terence Young 


Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 
Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith | 
Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Justin Trudeau 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 
Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 
John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


(12) 


Chair: 


Paulina Ayala 
Rick Dykstra 
Roxanne James 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 


CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION 


David Tilson Vice-Chairs: Don Davies 
Kevin Lamoureux 


Matthew Kellway 
Chungsen Leung 


Olivia Chow 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Hedy Fry 

Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 

Brian Jean 

Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Jim Karygiannis 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 


Costas Menegakis 
Ted Opitz 


Associate Members 


Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 
Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 


Rathika Sitsabaiesan 
John Weston 


Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Justin Trudeau 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 


. Bob Zimmer 
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Chair: 


Stella Ambler 
François Choquette 
Laurin Liu 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
Dennis Bevington 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 


ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 


Mark Warawa 


James Lunney 
Michelle Rempel 


Nathan Cullen 
Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Stéphane Dion 
Earl Dreeshen 
Linda Duncan 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 

Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 


Vice-Chairs: 


Robert Sopuck 
Lise St-Denis 


Associate Members 


Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield . 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 
Joyce Murray 
Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 

Blake Richards 


Kirsty Duncan 
Megan Leslie 


Lawrence Toet (12) 
Stephen Woodworth 


Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Francis Scarpaleggia 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Jinny Jogindera Sims 
Joy Smith 

Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
David Tilson 

Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


Chair: 


Mark Adler 
Alain Giguère 
Shelly Glover 


Eve Adams 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Tarik Brahmi 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 


James Rajotte 


Randy Hoback 
Brian Jean 


Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 

Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 

Bruce Hyer 
Roxanne James 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 


FINANCE 


Vice-Chairs: 


Peter Julian 
Wayne Marston 


Associate Members 


Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
John McCallum 
Phil McColeman 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 
Massimo Pacetti 
LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
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Scott Brison 
Hoang Mai 


Cathy McLeod (12) 
Dave Van Kesteren 


Kyle Seeback 
Judy Sgro 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Jinny Jogindera Sims 
Joy Smith 
Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
David Sweet 
Glenn Thibeault 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 
John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 
John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth | 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 
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FISHERIES AND OCEANS 


Chair: Rodney Weston Vice-Chairs: 
Mike Allen Rosane Doré Lefebvre Randy Kamp 
Ryan Cleary Bryan Hayes Ryan Leef 


Patricia Davidson 


Associate Members 


Eve Adams Rodger Cuzner Guy Lauzon 
Mark Adler Joe Daniel Kellie Leitch 
Dan Albas Bob Dechert Pierre Lemieux 
Harold Albrecht Dean Del Mastro Chungsen Leung 
Chris Alexander Earl Dreeshen Wladyslaw Lizon 
Dean Allison Rick Dykstra Ben Lobb 

Stella Ambler Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay Tom Lukiwski 
Rob Anders Royal Galipeau James Lunney 
David Anderson Cheryl Gallant Dave MacKenzie 
Scott Armstrong Parm Gill Colin Mayes 

Jay Aspin Shelly Glover Phil McColeman 
Joyce Bateman Yvon Godin Cathy McLeod 
Leon Benoit Robert Goguen Costas Menegakis 
James Bezan Peter Goldring Rob Merrifield 
Kelly Block Jacques Gourde Larry Miller 

Ray Boughen Nina Grewal Rob Moore 
Peter Braid Richard Harris Joyce Murray 
Garry Breitkreuz Laurie Hawn Rick Norlock 
Gordon Brown Russ Hiebert Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Lois Brown Jim Hillyer Deepak Obhrai 
Patrick Brown Randy Hoback Ted Opitz 

Rod Bruinooge Candice Hoeppner LaVar Payne 
Brad Butt Ed Holder Pierre Poilievre 
Gerry Byrne Roxanne James Joe Preston 

Paul Calandra Brian Jean James Rajotte 
Blaine Calkins Peter Julian Brent Rathgeber 
Ron Cannan Gerald Keddy Scott Reid 

John Carmichael Greg Kerr Michelle Rempel 
Colin Carrie Ed Komarnicki Blake Richards 
Corneliu Chisu Daryl Kramp Lee Richardson 
Michael Chong Mike Lake Greg Rickford 


Rob Clarke 


Fin Donnelly 
Lawrence MacAulay 


Robert Sopuck 
Jonathan Tremblay 


Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 
Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Kevin Sorenson 
Peter Stoffer 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Philip Toone 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 
Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
David Wilks 
John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 
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FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 


Chair: Dean Allison Vice-Chairs: Hélène Laverdiére 
Dominic LeBlanc 
Lois Brown Nina Grewal Jean-François Larose Jinny Jogindera Sims (12) 


Bob Dechert 
Peter Goldring 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 
Irwin Cotler 
Joe Daniel 


Chair: 


Nina Grewal 


Sadia Groguhé 


Patricia Davidson 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Mark Eyking 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau — 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Jacques Gourde 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 

Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 

Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 


Gary Schellenberger 


Associate Members 


Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Wayne Marston 
Brian Masse 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
John McKay 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 

Eve Péclet 

Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Mathieu Ravignat 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 


Dave Van Kesteren 


Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Kyle Seeback 
Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 
Robert Sopuck 


Kevin Sorenson 


Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 


Bernard Trottier 


Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 


Maurice Vellacott 


Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 


Chris Warkentin 


Jeff Watson 
John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 


John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 


Terence Young 
Wai Young 
Bob Zimmer 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS 


Scott Reid 


Russ Hiebert 


Vice-Chairs: 


Eve Péclet 


Irwin Cotler 
Wayne Marston 


David Sweet 
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Chair: 


Scott Armstrong 
Denis Blanchette 
Kelly Block 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Ray Boughen 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 


GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS AND ESTIMATES 


Pat Martin 


Alexandre Boulerice 
Peter Braid 


Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 
Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 


Vice-Chairs: 


Ron Cannan 
Jacques Gourde 


Associate Members 


Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 

Phil McColeman 
John McKay 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 
Massimo Pacetti 
LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Geoff Regan 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 


John McCallum 
Mike Wallace 


Mathieu Ravignat 
Bernard Trottier 


Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
David. Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 

Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
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